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the world, well liked by his brethren at the bar, and by the 
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cases. His death will be fal as a great loss by both branches . 
of the profession. 
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had nothing in the world to trouble him, Mr. Hastryes went 
through his work from day to day with the utmost apparent 
ease; by his invariable calmness and courtesy smoothing away 
obstacles to the progress of the business before the court, and 
by his accurate knowledge of his case facilitating argument 
and decision. But this apparent ease (even given extensive 
legal knowledge and experience) could only be the result of 
anxious and painstaking labour, and for years it has been a 
_ to the Chancery Bar when and how the time for this 
abour was obtained; but somehow or other it was invariably 
obtained. Everyone who knows Mr. Hasrines will concur in 
Mr. Justice Srretme’s wish that he may have many years of 
health in which to enjoy his well-earned leisure. 





A point of some importance to county court suitors and solici- 
tors was determined by the Queen’s Bench Division in the recent 
case of Lewis v. Burrell, The question raised was, shortly, 
whether, in an action in the county court by a solicitor to recover 
the amount of his bill of costs, the defendant could, without 
giving statutory notice of defence, set up at the trial that the 
plaintiff had not complied with the requirements of the Solici- 
tors Act, 1843, s. 37, and therefore could not recover. It 
was held by the court (Granrnam and Onannett, JJ.) that 
this could not be done, as the case was clearly governed by ord. 
10, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 1889, which provides 
that notice of defence shall be given by a defendant where 
he intends to rely at the trial upon such grounds of defence as 
are mentioned in rule 18 of the same order, which prescribes 
that when in any action the defendant relies upon any statutory 
defence, or any defence of which he is required by any statute 
to give notice, he shall in his statement set forth the year, 
chapter, and section of the statute, or the short title thereof, and 
the particular matter upon which he relies. As the case under 
consideration is, it seems, the first of the kind that has arisen 
under the Solicitors Act, 1813, it is, to that extent at all events, 
a case of first agentes, though the principle involved is one 
which has often been affirmed, and notably in the recent case of 
Conroy v. Peacock (45 W. R. 502; 1897, 2 Q. B. 6), which is a 
decision under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, s. 4. 





Tue veciston of Lord Russrtt, 0.J., in the remarkable case 
of Lewis v. Clay appears to be amply supported by authority, 
though it is not unimportant to notice that upon the point in 
dispute the later cases differ from what was at one time taken to 
be the law, and are much more favourable to persons who execute 
documents without taking the precaution to ascertain their nature. 
In Lewis v. Clay it appeared from the evidence that Lord Wiiu1AM 
Nzvi11 prepared two promissory notes for £8,000 and £3,113 
respectively in favour of the aang for which he wanted a 
responsible maker. He took them to Mr. Oxy, a friend of his 
who had just come of age, and represented that he wanted him 
to witness a document. To Cxay’s inquiry as to the nature of 
the document, Lord Wix.1Am replied that it related to private 
matters touching divorce proceedings then pending, and that he 
would rather not shew it. Cxay insisted no further, and, 
according to the evidence, signed his name several times 
through holes cut in blotting paper which was laid over 
the documents. Lord Wirt1am, having in this manner—at 
least, he has not so far contradicted Otay’s story—obtained 
signatures to the notes, obtained value for them from 
the plaintiff. When the plaintiff came to sue upon them 
Ctay raised the defence that the notes were not his notes. 
The books, of course, are full of cases in which a party has 
sought by such a plea to avoid the effect of an execu- 
tion of a deed or other instrument fraudulently obtained, but 
originally the law was only disposed to be indulgent in cases 
where the fraud was practised upon an illiterate person. This 
is illustrated by Thoroughgood’s case (2 Rep. 9a), where the 
plaintiff, Tuorovencoon, had executed a release to OnicKEn of 
all his interest in certain land on the understanding that the 
deed was only a release of arrears of rent due from OnrcKen. 
ToroveHGoon was an illiterate man, and, just as the deed 
was about to be read to him, a stranger took it from the reader 





wise, I am content,” replied THorovenaoop, and delivered the’ — 
deed to Onicxen. It was held that the deed was not his deed, 
and certain matters were resolved by the court from which, © 
taken together with other contemporaneous cases (Manser’s case, — 
2 Rep. 3a; Pigot’s case, 11 Rep. 28a), it appears that a person 
who executed a deed without either reading it, or, if illiterate, 
without having it read or its effect stated to him, did so at his 
own risk; but if there was fraud on the part of the person 
reading or explaining the deed, whereby the party was deceived 
as to its true nature, this excused him. 
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THE RULE, however, that a literate person who executes an 
instrument without reading it does so at his own risk has in modern 
times been relaxed, and it is now well settled that the deed is void 


if its execution has been obtained by fraud, provided there has not 
been negligence on the of the m executing it ; though 
it is otherwise e fraud is collatera the instrument and 


does not affect its execution. Non est factum, said Lord Asrnozr, 
O.B., in Mason v. Ditchbourne (1 Moo. & R. 460), is a plea which 
will let in evidence of any fraud in the execution of the instru- 
ment declared upon, as if its contents were misread, or a different 
deed were substituted for that which the party intended to 
execute. But the Chief Baron declined to admit evidence that 
the instrument had been obtained by fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tion not affecting the party’s understanding of its contents. Of 

the cases which have established the modern doctrine, the most | 
important is Foster v. Mackinnon (17 W. R. 1105, L. R. 4 O. P. 

704), and on this Lord Rosszrz based his judgment in the 
present case. In Foster v. Mackinnon the defendant, who was 
a gentleman far advanced in years, was induced to put his 
namé updo of a bill of exchange by the fraudulent 
representation of the acceptor that he was “ns a guarantee. 
Ifa blind man, said Byxzs, J., in delivering the judgment of the 
court, or a man who cannot read, or who for some reason (not 
implying negligence) forbears to read, has a written contract 
falsely read over to him, the reader misreading to such a 
degree that the written contract is of a nature altogether 
different from the contract pretended to be read from the 
paper afterwards signed; then, at least if there be no 
negligence, the signature so obtained is of no force. So 
in National Provincial Bank of England v. Jackson (84 
W. R. 597) Corron, L.J., stated the rule of law to be that ifa 
person, in executing a deed, was misled by the misstatements 
of the grantees or others, in such a way that he did not know 
what the instrument was, the deed was not his deed at all. 
The qualification introduced by Byuzs, J., that the deed must 
be executed without negligence, leaves open in each case the 
question whether there was negligence or no, and it may well 
be that, under certain circumstances, the omission to read the 
instrument may in itself be eae But in Lewis v. Clay 
this point was settled by the finding of the jury that the defend- 
ant did not, under the circumstances, attach his signature to the 
documents without due care. Lord Russgxx held, accordingly, 
that the notes were not the notes of the defendant, and that he 
was in no way liable on them. The plaintiff being the payee 
named in the notes, no question arose as to what would have 
been the position of a third party who had become the holder in 
due course; but, in the opinion of the Lord Chief Justice, he 
would, notwithstanding the provisions of the Bills of Exchan 
Act, 1882, have had no better right than the plaintiff. T 
notes ee ae from the beginning, no subsequent dealing 
could establish them against the defendant. 
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ConsmDERABLE interest has been taken by the public in the 
death which took place in the course of a recent boxing 

at a London club. It was undoubtedly a matter which required 
careful investigation; but probably no one who the 
evidence given at the inquest and hilees the magistrate at Bow- 
street could believe that thero was any chance of the defen- 
dants being convicted of manslaughter, even if they had been 
sent for trial. There was no evidence of anything brutal 
having occurred, or of any real violence. It was proved 
there had been two thousand similar contests previously at the 
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and misstated its effect as just indicated. “If it be no other- 


club, and that in no one of these had any serious injury been 
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suffered. Of course a fight is none the less a fight because the 
parties wear gloves. This was established in the case of Reg. v. 
Orter (43 J. P. 72), in which the Court of Crown Cases Re- 
served held that if the parties met intending to fight till one gave 
in from exhaustion or injury, the contest was a fight and a 
breach of the law, whether they fought in gloves or otherwise. 
Where, however, the combatants box under such rules that 
serious injery = unlikely, and where the contest is an amicable 
trial of skill and endurance, and is not intended to be ag 
J § un- 
lawful in the sport. Some danger is inseparable from boxing, 
as it is from cricket, football, and many other manly pastimes. 
But in all such sports déath or injury is of rare occurrence. 
it were otherwise, if it could be said that death or inj were 
likely results, clearly such sports would be illegal. e law on 
the subject was lucidly stated by Cavz, J., in the well-known 
case of Ea 5 v. Coney (30 W. R. 678, 8 Q. B. D. 534). That 
learned Judge said: ‘‘The true view is, I think, that a blow 
struck in anger, or which is likely, or is intended, to do corporal 
hurt, is an assault, but that a blow struck in sport, and not 
likely nor intended to cause bodily harm, is not an assault, and 
that, an assault being a breach of the peace and unlawful, the 
consent of the person struck is immaterial.” If this view is 
correct, a blow struck in a prize fight is clearly an assault ; but 
playing with single sticks, or wrestling, do not involve an 
assault ; nor does boxing with gloves in the ordinary way, and 
not with the ferocity and severe punishment to the boxers 
deposed to in Reg. v. Orter. Although, however, the recent 
match seems to have been conducted with fairness and legality, 
still most people will agree with Sir Jamzs Vavenan in thinkin 
that the introduction of valuable prizes in money is calcula 
to give such a stimulus to a boxing match as to cause a danger- 
ous amount of passion and to tempt thé competitors to use an 
illegal amount of force. "When such prizes are offered it must 
|be hard to prevent the combatants from getting out of control, 
and it must be difficult in many cases to draw the line between 
‘a lawful boxing match and an unlawful prize fight. 




















A CORRESPONDENT calls our attention to the recent decision of 
Wricat, J., in Re Sale Hotel and Botanical Gardens Co. (Limited) 
(Times, Dec. 15 ; Weekly Notes, Dec. 18), and comments on the 
hardship which promoters are likely to suffer under the prin- 
ciple there laid down. According to the facts as reported, it 
appears that the vendor to the company offered to A. and certain 
other persons £2,000 if they could form a company to take over 
his property. The company was formed, and A., who became 
secretary pro tem., received £250 as his share of the promotion 
money. The prospectus contained the statutory particulare— 
that is, the dates and parties—of the agreement under which 
this money was paid, and A. further disclosed the fact of his 
receipt of the money to the directors of the company. There 
was no evidence that the purchase-money actually paid by the 
company was increased by the payment of the £2,000. Wricut, 
J., held that the £250 was a secret profit made by A., which he 
was liable to refund at the instance of the liquidator of the 
company. The reference to the contract in the prospectus 
was, the learned judge held, useless for the purpose of 
giving notice to the shareholders, for it is notorious, he 
observed, that shareholders seldom take the trouble to look 
at the contracts so referred to, and the disclosure to the 
directors was equally ineffectual, for they were themselves in the 
same position as A. But if this reasoning is good, how, our 
correspondent pertinently asks, is a promoter to protect himself? 
Everyone who has to do with companies knows that there is a 
promoter, and that he has to be remunerated. Intending sub- 
scribers to the company are entitled to know what the remunera- 
tion is, and if they are dissatisfied they can abstain from joining. 
But it has never been — that the promoter’s remunera- 
tion must be specifically mentioned in the prospectus. The 
Legislature has, indeed, by section 38 of the Companies Act, 
1867, expressly stated how notice of contracts is to be 
— to the public, and although the section is not so 

wn as to render this notice very effectual, it would seem 
that parties entitled under the contracts ought to be able to 
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that ter is maki secret profit when his profit is 
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the company. If there is any design of wi ing informa- 
tion 24 the shareholders the. case would, of course, be differ- 


ent. The decision favours too much the apathy of investors. 
Often a man takes up shares without troubling himself to make 
inquiries; but if his interest is sufficiently to make it 


worth his while, he will be careful to examine the contracts 
relating to the formation of the com . His failure to do so 
should not have the effect of depriving the promoter of his fees. 
As the matter stands, the promoter is only safe if he specifies 
his remuneration in the prospectus. 





TuE report of the Commissioner of Metropolitan Police for 
the year 1896 has recently ay Rp pm in the form of a 
Blue Book. It contains a great of interesting information, 
and shews on the whole a satisfactory decrease in crime. The 
statistics for the City are, of course, not included in this report, 
but the district covered comprises an area of 688 square. miles, 
and contains a population of nearly seven millions. In this 
district during the year 18,536 indictable offences were reported 
to the police. This is a of nearly 1,500 as compared 
with 1895, the numbers for which were nearly 1,000 lower than 
for 1894. It is satisfactory to learn that this large diminution 
took place almost entirely in crimes against pro , which, as 
remarked by the Commissioner, are the only crimes which can 
really be controlled by police action. This seems to shew that 


the police are growing more vigilant in watching known 
cae and more successful in preventing crime. Probably 


no one will deny that it is more to the advantage of the _— 
tet o extn Shee BA ree than that the criminal should 
be brought to justice he has committed the offence. The 
number of burglaries and house-breakings also shew a substan- 
tial decrease, and it is gratifying to find that in only one case 
was a crime of this nature accompanied by nal violence. 
Both the number of summonses issued at the request of the 
police, and the number of apprehensions during the year shew 
an increase, the latter amounting to over ninety thousand. But 
as the majority of these were for more or less trifling matters, 
and as everything tends to shew a decrease in the number of 
serious offences, it may be taken that this increase points to 
greater efficiency on the part of the police. Twenty-one cases 
of alleged murder were investigated. Out of these there were 
eleven trials on the capital charge, eight resulting in con- 
victions and three in acquittals. Five of the murderers 
evaded justice by taking their own lives. The ini 
five were undiscovered, but of these three were cases 0 
women dying from the effects of illegal operations. It is 
very satisfactory to learn that the new s of identifying 
risoners, which was started in 1890, and which is quite indepen- 
er of the Bertillon method, has turned out to be a t 
success, and that no less than 3,503 persons were identified by 
this means. Either cabmen are getting more honest or the 
public more careless, for the number of articles left in vehicles 
and deposited at the Lost Property Office by the drivers and 
conductors of cabs and buses shews an extraordinary 
increase, and amounts in the year to no less than 38,025. Out 
of this large number, however, to say, only half were 
claimed and restored to the owners. e list of these articles 
exhibits the usual astonishing i i 
to find that a m can 
ss are heyy i . 
note that as many 1,608 persons were proceeded y 
police during the year for furious riding, riding without lights, 
&c. However clearly this report may point toa growth in the 
efficiency of the police in some directions, it can hardly be said 
that there is any indication of an increase in detective power to 
keep pace with the increase in preventive power. We read that 
the _ value a the stolen d: ne peo er mee 4 
was £131,713. Out of this, property to the value 4 
only, or about 17 per cent., was recovered. In ee as bole 
the value of the stolen was ag py Epa. but 
over 29 per cent. in value was recovered. As to 





Moreover, it can hardly be said 


gy of 
Denglarise and howselesaiieaey Siar ree ora? in value of the 
property stolen was . This seems a very small pro- 
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-of the £35,000 and £14,000 of stock the appeal was allowed. 
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portior, and this part of the report will probably not be con- 
tidered as encouraging as the rest of it. 





THE pEcrsion of the Court of Appeal in Zilis v. Pond and the 
Bloomsbury Syndicate is an interesting addition to the cases 
relating to the mutual liabilities of a stockbroker and his 
principal. The stockbroker, as is well known, is, according to 
the rules of the Stock Exchange, directly responsible to the 
jobber with whom he is dealing in the transaction, and this is a 
résponsibility against which he must be indemnified by his 
principal, but, for the right to indemnity to be enforced, it is 
necessary that he should have suffered loss through some 
default of the principal, and upon this ground the Court of 
Appeal (A. L. Surrn and Corts, L.JJ., Riesy, L.J., diss.) 
allowed in part the appeal against the judgment of Maruew, J. 
The defendants had employed the plaintiff to purchase large 
quantities of Metropolitan District Railway Stock. By the 10th 
of November, 1896, which was a settling day on the Stock Ex- 
change, £100,000 of stock had been bought and taken up, the 
money being provided by the plaintiff, and £35,000 had been 
bought and not taken up. It was agreed between the parties 
that the latter stock should be carried over at the current 
price, 29}, till the next settling day, the 26th of November, 
and that the £100,000 of stock should not be sold till then. 
A further amount of £14,000 was also bought on the 
10th. The plaintiff becoming uneasy over the transaction, 
did not wait for the 26th, but sold the whole of the stocks 
on the 19th at 25. At the trial the jury found that, if he had 
waited till the 26th, the price would have been 28, and that in 
selling on the 19th he did not act with proper care and skill. 
Matuew, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to an indemnity 
from the defendants in respect of the whole of the stock, 
subject to deduction for the loes of £3 per £100 of stock incurred 
by selling on the 19th. The purchases had been made at prices 
above 28, and judgment was entered for £4,151. But in the 
Court of Appeal a distinction was taken between the £100,000 
of etock which had been paid for and taken off the market, and 
the stock which had been carried over or only bought on the 
10th. In respect of the former, the transaction of purchase was 
complete eo far as the broker was concerned, but the defendants 
had failed to find the money for and to take up the shares, and 
consequently the broker’s right of indemnity had arisen. But 
in respect of the latter, the purchase was still inchoate. In respect 
of shares which were to be carried over till the 26th of Novem- 
ber, or were only bought for that day, the broker had never 
been in a position to call upon the defendants to take up shares 
and there had been no default by them. On the contrary, he 
had, by selling on the 19th of November to a stranger, found 
another way of satisfying his liability to the jobber, and by his 
own conduct he had excluded the defendants from the transac- 
tion. Consequently the circumstances under which their liability 
to indemnify him would arise had not happened, and in respect 


Primd facie the broker has a claim on his client as soon as he 
effects a purchase for him, but the claim fails if the broker so 
acts as to prevent the purchase from being completed. 





Dvrtne THE hearing of the salvage case of The Persian Empire 
in the Admiralty Court, Mr. Justice Barves strongly commented 
upon the length of the pleadings in the case. He pointed out 
that only “‘facts’’ should be set out, and that evidence should 
not be pleaded. The practice of setting out the aecount of the 
salvage services at great length has probably arisen from the 
decision of Sir Jamzs Hawyen in The Jsis (8 P. D, 228). It was 
there decided that the form of statement of claim in Form No. 6 
of Appendix C. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, should 
not generally be followed, but a fuller form should be used. 
The reason for this was apparent. The statements of claim in 
these actions are often admitted, and it would cause great 
additional expense if the plaintiffs, when the facts were 
admitted, were obliged to bring witnesses to expand the facts 
summarized in the statement of claim, and the defendants were 





repared to meet. When settling pleadings in salvage actions 
lhe placer is often in an nsoattortable position, as salvorg 
always insist on having the account of their services set outin 
the most glowing terms, while the court insists that the facts of 


the case should be stated as succinctly as possible. 
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CONSPIRACY AS A CAUSE OF ACTION. 


Tux judgment delivered by Danuine, J., last Saturday in Huttley \ 
v. Simmons furnishes an interesting oe a mg to the decision 
of the House of Lords in Allenv. Flood. In Huttley v. Simmons, 
which was tried with a jury in November, the plaintiff, a cab- 
driver, sued the defendant Summons, who was the president of e 
strike committee of a trade union, and other persons who were 
members of the union, for having induced a cab proprietor 
named Jonzs to refuse to give him employment. There was no 
evidence against any of the defendants except Smmons, but as 
regards him the jury returned answers to the questions left to 
them upon which the judge would have been bound, upon the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Flood v. Allen, to enter judg- 
ment for the plaintiff. The jury found that Summons induced 
the cab proprietor not to employ the plaintiff, and that he did 
this in order to injure the plaintiff and to procure an indirect 
advantage, not indeed for the defendant himself, but for others 
for whom he was acting—that is, he did it maliciously in the 
legal sense of the word. To avoid, however, the expense of an 
appeal, should the House of Lords reverse the Court of Appeal 
in Allen vy. Flood, Mr. Justice Dar.ine reserved his judgment. 
Upon the above findings it would have been a matter 
of course to enter judgment for the defendant as soon as the 
decision of the House of Lords was given. The findings are 
practically the same as those of the jury in d/len v. Flood, and 
they disclose no cause of action in the plaintiff. No existing 
contract was broken, nor any unlawful means used in preventing 
him from getting employment, and the: finding of malice by 
itself was insufficient. But in Huttley v. Simmons the jury 
further found that the defendant™@onspired with others to 
prevent the plaintiff from obtaining enippyment under Jonzs, 
and it was open, therefore, to argument that the conspiracy was 
a cause of action, even though the House of Lords had deprived 
malice of any such effect. Some countenance is lent to this 
contention by a passage from the ——— of Lord Smanp in 
Allen vy. Flood: ‘“‘ Combination of different persons in pursuit of 
a legitimate trade object occurred in the case of Zhe Mogul 
Steamship Co., and was there held to be lawful. Combination 
for no such object, but in pursuit really of a malicious purpose 
to ruin or injure another, would, I should say, be clearly un- 
lawful, but this case raises no such question.” 
In spite, however, of this dictum, it seems that, so far as any 
civil remedy is concerned, the fact of conspiracy gives no ground 
of action. The case which most strongly suggests that such an 
action would lie is Gregory v. Duke of Brunswick (6 M. & Gr. 
953), where the plaintiff had been his the stage, and he 
alleged that this was done in pursuance of a conspiracy between 
the defendants. The fact of the conspiracy was left to the 
jury by Trvpat, O0.J., and was ~ pepe by them, so that on 
the case as presented by the plaintiff he necessarily failed. But 
the judgment of the Court of Common Pleas, delivered by Cott- 
MAN, J., upon an application for a new trial on the ground of 
misdirection, has been taken as implying that the real ground of 
action was malice, and that the conspiracy was only material as 
evidence of malice (Pollock on Torts, 4th ed., p. 293; a } 
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and Lindsell on Torts, 2nd ed., p. 24); and, in this view, the 
result of Allen v. Flood is to shew that the conspiracy is 
altogether immaterial. If malice is not a ground of action, 
the use of conspiracy as evidence of malice is gone. But 
even if Gregory v. Duke of Brunswick were an authority 
that conspiracy could be a cause of action, it stands by 
itself and is opposed to the tendency of authority both in this 
country and in America, ‘‘As a rule,” said Bowen, L.J., in the 
Mogul case (837 W. R. 756, 23 Q. B. D., p. 616), “it is the 
damage wrongfully done, and not the conspiracy, which 1a th 
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be seen, to the circumstances with which Dantine, J., had to 
deal in Huttley v. Simmons. Upon the findings of the jury, 
apart from conspiracy, there was, according to the decision of 
the House of Lords in Allen v. Flood, no cause of action. It 


was left, hovangpc 1 bs the action * oe ed upon the con- 
spiracy alone, and this was impossible. Judgment, therefore, was 
necessarily entered for the defendant. Of course this pe en ten 
tion of the authorities does not exhaust all that may be sail 
on the subject. ‘‘A man,” said Lord Bramwett in the Mogul 
case (1892, A. C., p. 45), “may encounter the acts of a tivyle 

n, yet cannot be fairly matched against several.” But, +o 
‘ar as civil liability is concerned, it seems clear that such «cts 
muet, apart from the combination, constitute an aclionale 


wrong. 








COMPANIES WINDING UP DURING THE LEGAL 
YEAR 1896-1897. 


II. 


Tux House of Lords has of late had its hands pretty full of 
company cases. In one of them (Welton vy. Saffery, 45 W. R. 
508; 1897, A. O. 299) it deliberated much before coming to a 
decision from which Lord Hzrscuxtt dissented. The question is 
thus shortly stated in the argument of Mr. Wetron’s counsel : 
‘The question raised by this appeal was left undetermined by 
the Ooregum case (1892, A. C. 125), namely, whether the holders 
of shares issued at a discount are liable to calle for the adjust- 
ment of the rights of contributories inéer s¢, it being admitted 
that they are liable to calls for the payment of the debts and 
costs of winding up.” The House held that Mr. Wetton, the 
shareholder, was liable to calls made for the p of adjust- 
ment, on the ground that it is ultra vires for a limited company 
to issue shares at a discount, although authorized to do so by its 


= i , 
e doctrine of estoppel, as against a com in r 0 
paid up shares, has now more clearly defined. by the House 
of Lords. It was — generally onppened that the doctrine 
could only be invoked for the protection of a transferee, and not in 
favour of an allottee. Take up any recent edition of a text- 
book prior to 1896, and it is clear that this was understood as 
the rule. One writer says: “If the shareholder have certificates 
given him stating that the shares are held by him as fully paid 
up, and he afterwards bond fide dispose of his shares as such, the 
company cannot make the innocent transferee liable for calls; he 
is entitled to rely upon the company’s admission of wae ‘if 
the authority cited being Burkinshaw v. Nicolls (26 W. R. 819, 
3 App. Cas. 1004). ecules — 

In a decision which was much doubted at the time, Mr. Justice 
Vavueuan Wits held that the doctrine applied in the case 
of, and so to protect, an original allottee: Parbury’s case (44 
W. R. 107; 1896, 1 Ch. 100). In so holding, the learned i ge 
followed the principle laid down by Jamzs and Tnxsicze, L.JJ., 
in Re B tisk Farmers’ inseed Cake Co, (26 W. R. 334, 7 





Oh. D. 533), the name in the of the case which, 
when it went to the House of Lords, was called Burkinshaw vy. 
Nicolls. Parbury’s case was decided in the teeth of the Tollowi 
statement in another book on company law: ‘‘The origi 
allottee and (subject to what follows) every wero See 
feree with notice holds the shares as unpaid”; and Mr. Justice 
Vaucuan WiitiaMs says: ‘I am asked to say that, because of 
that, the original allottee, whether he had or had not knowl 
that the shares were ge ag up, and whether he acted or 

not act on the faith of the tation in the certificate, is 
liable because he is an ori allottee. So to hold would not 
be giving effect to the general law of estoppel, or to Jams, 
L.J.’s, statement that the section does not in htest degree 
alter the general law of the land as to estoppel by conduct or 


pean ; 

is case was cited before the Court of A in Ex parte 
Bloomenthal (44 W. BR. 577; 1896, 2 Oh, 525), another case of 
an original allottee. The Court of A held that the 
shareholder knew enough to be from saying that the 





spiracy does wor strengthen the case. This principle runs 
facts of through the judgments delivered in the House of leome in the 
Mogul case (40 W. R, 337; 1892, A. 0. 25). The defendants in 
that case had violated no right of the plaintiffs, and, conse- 
quently, the fact that they had acted in concert did not make 
them liable. ‘‘If no legal right,” said Lord Hatssury, ‘has 
been interfered with, and no legal injury inflicted, it is vain to 
Huttley \t say that the thing might have been done by an individual, but 
ecision cannot be done by a combination of persons.” ‘As the law is 
mmonsa, now settled,” said Lord Warson, “ I apprehend that in order to 
@ cab- substantiate their claim the appellants must shew, either that 
nt of a the object of the agreement was unlawful, or that illegal 
o were methods were resorted to in its prosecution.” 
prietor That conspiracy is useless if not followed by an act in itself 
was no wrongful was settled in America in Hytchins v. Hutchins (Bige- 
but as low’s L. ©. on Torts, p. 207). The declaration im that case 
left to alleged that the defendants by maliciously conspiring together 
on the had induced the father of the plaintiff to revoke a will wherein 
: judg- he had devised certain real estate to the plaintiff. It was held 
aduced that this disclosed no cause of action. ‘The allegation of a 
he did conspiracy,”’ said Nexson, C.J., “‘is of no importance so far as 
ndirect respects the cause and ground of the action. A simple con- 
others | spiracy, however atrocious, unless it resulted to actual dama 
in the | never i i ie. Ss 6 % 
of an | 6 may, therefore, out of consideration altogether the con- 
\ppeal spiracy charged against these defendants, in endeavouring to 
ent. ascertain if any foundation is laid for the action, and regard it as 
natter the same as if the defendant Hurourys had alone committed the 
as the several grievances for which redress is sought:”—This follows 
rs are the opinion of Lord Horr in Savile v. Roberts (1 Lord Raym., p. 
i, and 378), that ‘‘an action will not lie for the greatest conspiracy 
isting imaginable if nothing be put in execution, but if the party be 
nting damaged the action will lie; from whence it follows that the 
ce by damage is the ground of the action, which is as great in the 
jury present case as if there had been a conspiracy.” Damage, in 
rs to po passages, must be understood as meaning wrongful 
[oNES, damage, or damage following upon the invasion of a right. 
y was A singular application of this principle occurred in Ireland in 
rived y | Kearney v. Lloyd (26 L, R. (Ir.) Q. B. 268), The plaintiff, who 
> this had been the Protestant incumbent of a parish, brought an 
ND in action against certain of his former parishioners, alleging that 
uit of they had conspired to prevent subscriptions being given toa 
Mogul voluntary fund upon which his income was partly dependent. 
ation The jury found that the defendants combined and + eee g 
rpose Op their own subsoripfions, though ther 
y un- did not inducé otter parishioners not to contribute; that the 
combination and agreement was partly with the intention of 
s any Hojuring the plaintift and obliging him to leave the parish, and 
ound ‘partly with the intention of promoting the religious interests of 
ch an ithe parish ; that su ipti > by reason of such combina- 
& Gr. tion, withheld from the fund, and that the plaintiff was thereby 
ad he injured_and was obliged to leave the parish. If, therefore, 
ween mere conspiracy, followed by pecuniary damage to the plaintiff, 
» the but without any violation of his legal rights, was sufficient to 
at on, found a cause of action, here were the necessary elements. The 
But court, however, presided over by Pauzxs, 0.B., took a con 
JoLt- view, and held, in accordance with the authorities, that the acts 
d of of the plaintifis did not constitute any legal injury to the 
nd of plaintiff, and that the action was not maintainable. Mg age 
al as said the Chief Baron, is available in such action only for the 
Merk following purposes: (1) To make the defendants jointl n- 
, the sible for the acts done in pursuance of it; an te 
xy is e alleged malicious OF wron intention which governed 
tion, those acts. “That I am right in this,” he continued, “is, I 
But believe, beyond cavil. If anything is well settled in law it is 
ority that in cases of this description, in whieh the old writ of con- 
s by spiracy did not lie, the gist of the action is not the conspiracy 
this itself, but the wrongfal acts done in pursuance of it. The cause 
a the of action must exist, ough the allegation of conspiracy be 
| the struck out ; and the acquittal of all the defendants but one will 
= not, oh. would were ~ conspiracy a material of the 
ir cause of action, prevent judgment against the remaining defen- 
acy dant if found guilty. 
one This very clear statement of the law exactly applies, it will 









company was estopped, but the decision in 8 case Was 
At this stage the text-writers said one to . 
a decision of a court of first instance and a dictum of the 
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On a to the House of Lords (Bloomenthal v. Ford, 45 W. 
R. 449; 1897, A. O. 156), it was held that as the company had 
obtained a loan by a representation in the certificate that the 
shares were fully paid, which Bioomentuat believed and acted 
upon, the liquidator was estopped from alleging that the shares 
were not fully paid. The Appeal Court’s decision was therefore 
reversed, on the effect of the House of Lords’ decision is that 
the company is estopped in such cases even when it seeks to 
fasten Hability on an original allottee, Anyone who for value 
accepts the position of registered proprietor of shares on the 
faith of the company’s statement under its common seal that on 

mount has been paid, is under no liability 


noble and learned lords entirely ignore the supposed distinction 


hh the 
t he not a shilling has been paid up. The speeches of the 


/ / between a transferee and an allottee. 


la 





In the case of Re Wragg (45 W. R. 557; 1897, 1 Oh. 796), 
after winding up the liquidator wished to have it declared that 
there was a te liability in respect of shares issued as fully 
paid under a duly-filed contract, on the ground that the shares 
were issued to the vendors to the company of certain property 
which, though of some value, was not of a value equal to the 
nominal value of the shares—the effect being, as was contended, 
that the shares were issued at a discount. But it was held that 
as the contract stood unimpeached, the value of the property 
could not be inquired into. No other decision was possible, 
having regard to Pes case (18 W. R. 31; L. R. 5 Oh, 11), 
Forbes and Judd’s case (18 W. R. 302; L. R. 5 Oh. 270), and 
several other decisions which are referred to in the judgment in 
Re Wragg. 

Both Re Wragg and Salomon v. Salomon § Co. are important 
contributions to the law of ‘‘ private” companies—that is to 
say, companies registered under the Companies Acts, but not 
inviting the public to subscribe for their shares. No one could 
say that the directors of either company were what is called 
“an independent executive.” Now, it was clearly laid down 
in the House of Lords in Erlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate 
Co, (27 W. R. 65, L. R. 3 App. Cas. 1218, 1236) that if the 
owner of property promotes and forms a company, and then 
sells his property to it, ‘‘ he is bound to take care that he sells 

he company through the m of directors 

























wno Px 6 spenuent and ren idg- 
met he transaction.” —# xsbord-Daxvex_pointed-ont in 
Salemon's case, Erlanger’s case ‘‘is often quoted, and not infre- 


quently misunderstood. Lord Catrns observations ”’— 
cited in part aboye—‘‘ were directed only to a case such as he 
had before him, where it was attempted to bind a large body of 
shareholders by a contract which purported to be made between 
the vendor and directors before the shares were offered for subscrip- 
tion, whereas it appeared that the directors were only the 
nominees of the vendor, who had accepted his bidding and 
exercised no judgment of their own.” In Zrlanger’s case the 
publication of a prospectus materially influenced the share sub- 
scription (see p. 1221). Lord Hatssury and Lord Warson 
also took care to distinguish Erlanger’s case from that of a com- 
pany like the one got up by Mr, Satomon, which, as Lord 

CNAGHTEN points out (or his judgment means nothing), was 
ne & private company. The forerunner of these cases 
was Re British Seamless Paper Box Co, (29 W. R. 690, 17 Ch. D. 
467), where a transaction which would not have stood in the 
case of a public company, was held to be valid in the case of a 
private one. 

The much-vexed question as to who is an “ officer” of a com- 
— within the meaning of section 10 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, arose again in Re Western Counties, 
Ge., Co. (45 W. R, 518; 1897, 1 Ch. 617). In Re London and 
General Bank (43 W. R. 481; 1895, 2 Ch. 166) it was held by 
the Court of Appeal that the auditor of a joint-stock banking 
company, appointed and acting under articles of association in 
the Table A or usual form, was an officer of the company, and 
that court held that an auditor, similarly appointed and acting, 
was an officer, although the company was an ordinary trading 
company: Re Kingston Cotton Mill Co. (44 W. R. 210; 1896, 1 


Ch. 6). It will be remembered that Lord Henrscuett, who pre- 
sided in the Court of Appeal on the heating of the case last 
cited, a uiesced in the décision because he considered that, 
sitting where he was, he was bound by the former decision of 











the Court of Appeal. If the same point went to the House of 
Lords there would probably be a difference of opinion among 
the Lords, and it is clear that the law cannot be stretched any 
further so as to catch auditors as officers. But in the Western 
Counties case an attempt was made to strain the law still further. 
A firm of accountants had audited the accounts on a given occa- 
sion, being asked to do so by one of the directors. They were 


not appointed in the manner prescribed by the articles, but they . 


were paid by the company. Mr. Justice Srirtive, misled by 
the specious argument that the accountants were de facto officers, 
held that they could be proceeded against under section 10, 
The Court of Appeal, however, held that being a ds facto 
auditor is not necessarily being a de facto officer, for an auditor 
is not expressly mentioned in the section, and that a mere 
‘‘ casual auditor,”to use a term employed in the argument, is 
not an officer of the company. He stands, in fact, in the same 
osition asa banker (Re /mperial Land Co. of Marseilles, L. R. 10 

. 298), or a solicitor who is not a salaried official ( Carter’s case, 
31 Oh. D. 496). Lord Justice Liypiry expressed the opinion, 
however, that even a banker or solicitor might, under certain 
circumstances, be an officer of the company. The Western 
Counties case points out the high-water mark of legal authority 
as to what persons are officéfs of a company within sections 8 
and 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

A notice of two or three cases as to voluntary winding up 
must close our remarks about the winding up of companies in 
1896-7, 

A voluntary winding up commences with the passing of an ex- 
traordinary or special resolution, and the mode of passing a special 
resolution (whether for voluntary winding up or any other pur- 
pose) is pointed out by section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862. 
The section contemplates cases in which a poll is demanded as 
well as those in which there is no such demand, and, of course, 
there may be a valid resolution although no poll is demanded. 
But where by the articles of association voting by proxy is 
allowed, and a resolution is passed on a show of hands without 
a poll, how are the votes of proxies to be counted? In Re 
Bidwell Brothers (41 W. R. 363; 1893, 1 Ch. 603) Mr. Justice 
VaucHan Wit114s held that the chairman must count the vote of 
each person who had appointed a proxy, not according to the number 
of votes which he might give on a poll, but as one vote. Mr. 
Justice Curry afterwards held that the chairman must count 
the vote of each person present who held proxies as a single vote, 
and not count a vote for each of the members whose proxies he 
holds; and this decision was affirmed on appeal, Re Bidwell 
Brothers being overruled: Ernest v. Loma Gold Mines (45 W. R. 
86; 1897, 1 Ch. 1). In the same case it was held that where 
the date of meeting is left blank in a proxy paper, and this 

per, duly stamped, is signed and returned without the blank 
being filled in, the filling up of the blank by the secretary 
before it is lodged with the company does not invalidate the 
proxy, the secretary having implied authority to supply the 
accidental omission. 

Another case as to voluntary windin 
resolution in favour of it, is Lee v. Roundwood Colliery Co. 
45 W. R. 324; 1897, 1 Oh. 373). The decision of Mr. 

ustice Srretinc on the principal points of the case was 

reversed by the Court of Appeal; but he decided some minor 

ints which were left untouched —viz., (a) that where a distress 
is levied by a company’s landlord, but not completed by sale, 
before the commencement of a voluntary winding up—that is, 
the date of the confirmatory resolution where the winding up is 
by special resolution—the court has jurisdiction to restrain 
by injunction further proceedings under the distress ; (>) that 
to obtain such an injunction the liquidator must shew special 
reasons rendering it inequitable to allow the distress to on ; 
(c) that the fact that the distress was levied between the date of 
the first and the confirmatory resolution is not a sufficient 
special reason. 

More difficult questions were involved in Re National Bank of 
Wales (45 W. R. 401; 1897, 1 Ch. 298). In this case, after the 
commencement of the winding up, the voluntary liquidator had 
sanctioned transfers of the shares of certain contributories—as 
section 131 of the Companies Act, 1862, empowers him to do— 
and some of the transferees had again transferred their shares 
with his concurrence. The Court of Appeal, differing from the 


up, and the special 
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view taken by Mr. Justice Vavenan Wiit14ms, held that on 
giving such sanction the liquidator had _— : make _ 

e transferor was there- | 577 RADE-MARKS 
upon released from his liability as a present member, and could Perens, ee “ B ACT, Wits 
not be put on the A list of contributories; and that where there | 444304 47th yeare of her 


tions in the register of members; that 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


Whereas by the 25th section of an Act of Parliament in the 
"s reign, intituled ‘‘ The Patents, 


were successive transfers, only the ultimate transferee was to be : Majesty - 
put on the A list, the transferor and the other transferees being — Sud porentienpelien RF AA gee ag irvoted 
only under liability as past members. A reference to the | any rules made under the said section his intention to do so, present 


various sections on which these conclusions were arrived at will | a petition to her Majesty in Council, _ praying that 


shew how difficult were the points involved. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I agree with my friend Mr. Fraser that the selected area for 
the experimental trial should not be the whole county of London. 
In my opinion it should embrace only so much of that county as lies 
within the county of Middlesex and is already subject to registration, 
though of deeds—not of title. The inconvenience, if the experiment 
should be unsuccessful, would in that case be reduced to a minimum. 

The London County Council are not likely to wholly veto the 
application of the order to the county of London, and in my judg- 
ment ought not to do so. The efforts of those who dislike the experi- 
ment would be more wisely directed towards limiting the area in 
which it is to be made, and towards ensuring that, while the selected 
area shall be large and varied enough to afford a fair trial, the 
experiment shall, in the event of failure, be as little permanently 
injurious as possible. 

My own efforts will certainly be exerted in this direction, but Mr. 
Fraser greatly overrates the extent of my influence. 

BENJAMIN G. LAKE. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Knowing the interest you take in this subject, you will be 
pleased to hear that our Parliamentary Committee (Margie e Vestry ) 
—myself in the chair—have unanimously decided against the pain 
tion of this Act to the county of London, and that the nD 
County Council should be so informed in reply to their circular. 

This decision remains, of course, to be adopted by the v when 
the report comes up after Christmas, but I entertain no doubt that 
the recommendation will be confirmed. G. R. H. STRINGER. 
were confirmed by the Vestry, will be found elsewhere.—- 








It is announced that Mr. Graham Hastings, Q.C., who has just retired 
from practice at the bar, has presented his clerk, Mr. G. , with a 
cheque for £1,000. 

Mr. Justice Bigham was entertained by the Northern Circuit at a con- 
gratulatory dinner upon his recent elevation to the bench at the Whitehall 
Rooms, Hotel Métropole, on Saturday last. Mr. Littler, Q.0., was 
the chair, and among those present were Viscount Esher, the Chief 
Justice, the ed of the House of Commons, Lord Justice Collins, Mr. 
Justice Wright, Mr. Justice Barnes, and Mr. Justice Kennedy. Mr. 
Littler proposed the health of Mr. Justice Bigham, who, in Siplelie, 
that he had joined the circuit twenty-seven years ago and commenced 

1 in circumstances of no great enco t. He had but few 


e 


Liv 

friends, little means, and no influence ; but in the profession of a barrister | hut if the specification has not been 
true ted of nothing but | making apouame & og aos 
wished the members of the circuit to remember that though the —_ deemed sufficient. 


success came by hard work. His record consis 
He gave to every task not half his heart 


Chancellor nominated ju and the Queen appointed them, it 
choouts thet made them’ toed fishes, to molting let of * 
Northern Circuit Judges,’’ eaid that he was there 


extended for a further term, but such petition must be presented at 


patent ; fet 0 he ee Ee SS es eee such 
petition to the Judicial Committee of Pri i 
committee shall proceed to consider the same; and 


ween ae her Majesty in — to ef ge time to time 
es of procedure practice proceedi on 
such sitions, and subject thereto such be magplictal 


shall 

ing to the existing procedure and practice in patent matters of 

the Judicial Committee : 

m. ... bay ong her Majesty in Gomi pope it expedient to 
e rules for regulating proceedings in 8 itions. 

i paltry © therefore pleased by and with the advice of her 

il to ap of the several rules and i 

contained in the schedule hereunto annexed, and to order as it is 

hereby ordered that on and after January 1, 1898, the same be 

respectively observed. 

ereof all persons whom it may concern are to take notice and 

govern themselves accordingly. C. L. Peet. 

26 November, 1897. 





The ScHEDULE above referred to. 


RULEs TO BE OBSERVED IN PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE JUDICIAL 
CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL UNDER THE PATENTS, DESIGNS, 
AND TRADE-Marks Aor, 1883, 8. 25. 


L 


A party intending to ition under section 25 of the Act 
shall give public tolice By” advertising three tine in the London 
Gazette and once at least in each of three ey re 

If the applicant’s principal place of business is situated in the 
United Kingdom at a distance of fifteen miles or more from Charing 
Cross he shall also advertise once at least in some local newspaper 
ublished or circulating in the town or district where such place of 
usiness is situated. the applicant has no place of business, then, 
if he carries on the manufacture of anything made under his specifi- 
cation at a distance of fifteen miles or more from Obaring Cross, he 
shall advertise once at least in some local re published or 
circulating in the town or district where he on such manu- 
facture. If he has no of business and carries on no such manu- 
facture, then, if he resides at a distance of fifty miles or more from 
Charing Cross, he shall advertise once at least in some newspaper 
published or ci ing in the town or district where he resides. 
The applicant shall 
petition and shall give notice of the day on which he intends to 
wey Se 9 ieee Sy ae ee the } 
shall not be less than four weeks from the date of the publication of 
the last of the advertisements to be inserted in the London (uzette. 
He shall also give notice that caveats must be entered at the Council 
Office on or before such day so named in the gaid advertisements. 

Il. 

A petition under section 25 of the Act must be presented within one 
week from the publication of the last of the advertisements required 
to be published in the London Gazette. . 

The petition must be acco’ with an affidavit or affidavits of 
advertisements having been pa to the 
of the Seat of Cas es. Seago os © 
or affidayits ma: disputed upon » 
The petitiones shall apply to the Lords 
time for hearing the  pelinon i 
tioner shall forthwith give public notice of the same 
once at least in the London Gazette i 


A ting a petition under section 25 
lodge at hb Council” Office eight printed of the specifioation ; 





the 
J Bigham and to proclaim himself “a disreputable son’? | in question, which 
dea een ee ae . = Lord 


ce-sheet of and relating to the patent 
accounts are to be i on oath before the 
s of the Committee at the . He shall eleo furnish three 
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copies of the said balance-sheet for the use of the Solicitor to the 
Treasury, and shall upon receiving two days’ notice give the Solicitor to 
the Treasury or any person deputed by him for the purpose reasonable 
facilities for inspecting and taking extracts from the books of account, 
by reference to which he proposes to verify the said balance-sheet 
at the hearing or from which the materials for making up the said 
balance-sheet have been derived. 

All copies mentioned in this rule must be lodged and furnished not 
less than fourteen days before the day fixed for the hearing. 


IV. 


A party intending to oppose a petition under section 25 of the Act 
must enter a caveat at the Council Office before the day on which the 
petitioner applies for a time to be fixed for hearing the matter 
thereof, and having entered such caveat shall be entitled to have 
— the petitioner four weeks’ notice of the time appointed for the 

earing. ; 

The petitioner shall serve copies of his petition on all parties 
entering caveats in accordance with this rule, and no application 
to fix a time for hearing shall be made without affidavit of such 
service. 

All parties intending to oppose a petition shall, within three weeks 
after such copies are served on them respectively lodge at the Council 
Office eight printed copies of the grounds of their objections to the 
granting of the prayer of the petition. 

v. 

Parties shall be entitled to have copies of all papers lodged in 
respect of any petition under section 25 of the Act at their own 
expense. 

All such petitions and all statements of grounds of objection shall 
be printed in the form prescribed by the rules which apply to pro- 
ceedings before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
Balance-sheets of expenditure and receipts shall be printed in a form 
convenient for binding along with such petitions. 


VI. 


Costs incurred in the matter of any petition under section 25 of the 
Act shall be taxed by the Registrar of the Privy Council, or other 
officer deputed by the Lords of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council to tax the costs in the matter of any petition, and the 
registrar or such other officer shall have authority to allow or disallow 
in his discretion all payments made to persons of science or skill 
examined as witnesses. 

VII. 


The Lords of the Committee may excuse petitioners and opponents 
from compliance with any of the requirements of these rules, and may 
give such directions in matters of procedure and practice under 
section 25 of the Act as they shall consider to be just and expedient. 


VIII. 
The Lords of the Committee will hear the Attorney-General or 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


LOLE AND ANOTHER v. BETTERIDGE ; MALLAM, Claimant. 
16th Dec. 


Banxruptcy—Prorecrep TRANsacTioN—EXxEcUTION—SHERIFF TO HOLD 
Procreps yor Fourtzen Days—Norice To Sueriry or Bankruptcy © 
Petition—Hovrs ror Service or Norice—Banxrcprcy Act, 1899 © 
(53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 11, sun-secrion 2—Banxrurtcy Ruiz, 
1886, x. 90. 


a from an order of Day, J., at chambers. The sheriff havi 
levied execution on the goods of the defendant in respect of a judgm 
recovered by the plaintiffs for a sum exceeding £20, the defendant on the 
18th of September, 1897, paid the sheriff out. Upon the 2nd of October, 
which was a Saturday, a receiving order was made against the defendant 
upon his own petition, and on the same day the official receiver sent 
notice of the petition and receiving order to the sheriff by telegram, 
which was received by the latter at 3.40 p.m. on that day. It was 
admitted that the fourteen days during which the sheriff was required by 
section 11, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, to hold the money 
did not begin to run until the 19th of September (see section 141 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883). The claimant, the official receiver, claimed the 
money upon the ground that the notice was given within the fourteen 
days, which did not expire until midnight of the 2nd of October. The 
execution creditors claimed the money upon the ground that by rule 90 of 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, service of notices must be effected before two 
in the afternoon of Saturdays, and that the notice was therefore too late. 
Upon an interpleader summons Day, J., ordered the sheriff to hand over 
the money to the execution creditors. The claimant appealed. By section 
11, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890: ‘‘ Where under an 
execution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceeding £20 the goods of 
a debtor are aller money is paid in order to avoid sale, the sheriff shall 
deduct his costs of the execution from the proceeds of sale or the money 
paid, and retain the balance for fourteen days, and if within that time 
notice is served on him of a bankruptcy petition having been presented 
against or by the debtor, and a cgay | order is made against the debtor 
thereon . . the sheriff shall pay the balance to the official receiver. 
. . .’ By rule 90 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886: ‘‘ Service of notices 
shall be effected before the hour of six in the afternoon, except on Satur- 
day, when it shall be effected before the hour of two in the afternoon, 
Service effected after six in the afternoon on any week-day, except Satur- 
day, shall for the purpose of computing any period of time subsequent to 
such service be deemed to have been effected on the following day. 
Service effected after two in the afternoon on Saturday shall for the like 
purpose be deemed to have been effected on the following Monday.” 
ee Court (A. L. Smrru, Riesy, and Coriins, L JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that the contention of the execution creditor 
came to this, that the fourteen days during which the sheriff was required 
to hold the money, and which would naturally expire at midnight of the 
2nd of October, was cut down by rule 90. In his opinion rule 90 did not 
apply to such notices as this, but only to notices of procedure. This part 
of the rules was headed, ‘‘ Service and execution of process.’’ All the rules 
in this part dealt with notices of procedure. He agreed with the decision 
of Grove, J., in Curtis v. Wainbrook Iron Co. (Cab. & Ell. 351), a case which, 
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other counsel on behalf of the Crown on the question of granting the 
prayer of any petition under section 25 of the Act. The Attorney- 

is not required to give notice of the grounds of any objection 
he may think fit to take or ofany evidence which he may think fit to 





place before the Lords of the Committee. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Friday, the 10th day of December, 1897. 
} # —— Stanley, Lord Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby Order that the Action mentioned in the Schedule 


hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Srrmmume (1897—H—No. 3,443). 
In re Harrisons, 1d Thomas Price Gower and another v Harrisons, 1d 
and another, Hatssvry, 0. 








On a divorce case being called on in the Probate Division on the 17th 
inst., says the Times, Mr. Inderwick, Q.C., who appeared for the peti- 
tioner, stated that it was an extremely painful case, the details of which, 
in the public interest, had better not be made — property. The 
President: From what I have seen of the case I am certain that the 
evidence had much better not be given in public, and I can only express 
a hope that no one will remain in court except those who have real business 
there. The court then emptied of all but the reporters, counsel, and 
witnesses in the case. The President (addressing the reporters), eaid: I 
hope, gentlemen, that you will not report this case. One of the reporters : 
Does lordship say that we must not report thiscase? The President. 
No, sir, I only express the hope that you will not. I must add that, 

, I have every confidence in the gentlemen of the 


no doubt, had been acted upon ever since it was decided. There was 
another ground upon which the case could be decided—namely, that there 
was nothing in rule 90 which invalidated a notice served after 2 p.m. on 
Saturday as a notice served upon that day. The rule merely said that for 
the purpose of computing the time within which the other party had to 
take a subsequent yy the proceedings the notice must be deemed to 
have been served on the following Monday. 

Riexy and Coins, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsg., H. Reed, Q.C., and H. 
J. Turrell; Muir Mackenzie; R. W. Coventry. Soxtcrrors, Ashwell, Browne 
ing, § Tutin ; Warren, Murton, § Miller ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Blandy 
$ Blandy, Reading. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. NEW YORK BREWERIES CO, (LIM.) No.1, 3 
llth Dec. ; 


Execuror—Exgcutor pve Son Tort—INTerMEDDLING WITH ASSETS OF 
Deceasep Person — Company — Transrer or Suares To Foreigh © 
Exgcurors—Liasniiity ory Company To Pay Prozare Dory. 


é 
This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Wills and | 
Grantham, JJ.) on the hearing of an information by the Attorney- ~ 
General, claiming that the’defendants had, by acting as executors de son — 
tort, rendered themselves liable to the penalties and duties imposed by 55 ~ 
Geo. 3, c. 184, s. 37, and 44 & 45 Vict. c. 12, s. 40. The defen 
company, which was incorporated and registered in England, was formed © 
for the p of acquiring, and did acquire, two businesses which had ~ 
been onin New York. Henry Clausen, a person domiciled and ~ 
resident in New York, was registered in the bocks of the company im © 
London as the holder of preference shares, ordinary shares, and debeti- © 
tures of the nominal value of £42,210. He died on the 28th of December, 
1893, and by his will he appointed two persons named Schmidt 4 
Stocky, both of New York, executors, and on the 19th of Jaw 
1894, letters testamentary of H Clausen's estate were granted by 
Surrogates Court of New York to Schmidt and Stocky. Article 44 of the 
articles of association of the company provided that any person becoming” 
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to a share in consequence of the death of a member might, on 
ucing such evidence of title as the directors should require, be regis- 
tered himself as ashareholder. Article 47 provided that a person entitled 
to a share by transmission should be entitled to receive rel might give a 
discharge for any dividends, bonuses, or other moneys payable in respect 
of the share. Schmidt and Stocky, without taking out probate in this 
country, applied to the company to transfer Clausen’s shares and deben- 
tures into their names. In order to raise the question which it was desired 
to raise in this case, the company transferred one share and one debenture 
into their names, and also paid them the dividends and interest due 
thereon. It appeared that this was done in accordance with an under- 
standing with the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, and that the com- 
y were aware that Schmidt and Stocky had not taken out probate in 
this country, and did not intend to do so. The Divisional Court gave 
judgment against the claim of the Crown. The Crown appealed. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Smrrx, Ricny, and Cotttws, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Smirn, L.J., said this was a test case brought to determine 
whether an English company could, upon the death of a foreign share- 
holder, with impunity transfer into the names of his fore’ executors 
shares and debentures standing in the name of the shareholder 
in the books of the company, and pay to such executors the arreara of 
interest and dividends due thereon at the date of his death without such 
executors taking out or being about to take out representation to the 
deceased in this country. The Solicitor-General had stated in this court 
that he did not now ask for pena!ties. If the foreign executors had come 
over to this country and obtained a transfer of the shares of their testator 
and payment of the dividends thereon without taking out or intending to 
take out probate in this country, they would have constituted themselves 
executors de scn tort; and this would have been so —— they did not 
personally come to this country. How then could the defendant com- 

y justify what they did at the request of these executors in administer- 
Ing the English assets of the deceased? Although it was clear that an 
executor might do many things connected with the estate of his testator 
before taking out probate, still, when either an executor had to justify 
what he had done as executor, or another had to justify what he had done 
at the request of an executor, each must prove that the executor was in 
fact the executor of the deceased, and this could only be done by produc- 
tion of the probate: see Johnson v. Warwick (17 C. B. 522). The American 
will, as regarded the English assets, had no validity in this country. This 
therefore was not the cace of a debtor of a testator paying his debt to the 
executor named in the English will before the executor proved the will, 
but it was a case of payment made to a person who had no legal right to 
receive it, with knowledge that that person would never become legally 
entitled to receive it. Even without that knowledge the defendant:com- 
pany would have made themselves executors de son tort: Sharland vy. Mildon 
(5 Hare 469) and Hill v. Curtis (L. R. 1 Eq. 90). It was clear that an 
executor de son tort was liable to pay probate duty on the assets of a 
testator which he administered. In his opinion it was open to the 
Attorney-General to file an information against the company, asking that 
it might be declared that a debt had arisen and become payable to Her 
Majesty in respect of the duty upon the amount of the English assets in 
this country at the date of the death of the deceased which the defendants 
had administered: Attorney-General v. Dimond (1 Cr. & J. 356), Attorney- 
General v. Hope (1 Cr. M. & R. 530), and Attorney-General v. Brunning (8 
H. L. ©, 243). And he thought that the defendant company were liable 
to pay the duty claimed upon the assets which they had administered in 
this country. 

Ricsy, L.J., was of the same opinion. Duty was payable in respect of 
all the assets of a deceased person which were locally situate Fs 
England, and local assets included shares and debentures standing in the 
name of the deceased. Therefore, even if the dividends and interest were 
paid abroad, the payment would still be the act of the company whereby 
& chose in action of the company was dealt with so as to constitute the 
company executors de son tort. 

Coins, L.J., concurred.—Covunsat, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir R. B. 
Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins; Moulton, Q.0., Asquith, QC., 
Bremner, and Gore-Brown. Soutcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; Burn § 


, Berridge. 
-“ 


by DoMINIoN BREWERY CO. (LIM.) v. FOSTER. No. 2. 8th Dec. 


{Reported by F. G. Rucxes, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Practice—Sgcuriry ror Costs — Limrrep Company Piarntirr—‘'Svurricient 
Sgcuriry '’—Companzes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 8. 69. 


In this case one of the defendants appealed, by leave, from a decision of 
Kekewich, J., at chambers, refusing to order the plaintiff to give security 
for costs to a greater amount than £350, which sum had been directed b 
& previous order, and had been given. The appellant relied on the un- 
contradicted evidence of the managing clerk to the defendant’s solicitor to 
the effect thatthe defendant's costs of the action, if it went to trial, would 
be not less than £1,000. It was not disputed that the case was one in 
which security ought to be given, and the only contest was as to the sum 

be ordered. Section 69 of the Companies Act, 1862, enacts that where 
& limited company is plaintiff in any action “any judge having jurisdic- 
tion in the matter may, if it appears by any credible testimony that 
there is reason to believe that if the defendant be successful in his defence 
the assets of the company will be insufficient to pay his costes, require 
sufficient security to be given for such costs, and may stay all poncosiinns 
tatil such security is given. Kekewich, J., was of opinion that there 
was no hard and fast rule obliging him to give the sum mentioned in the 
rea filed on behalf of the defendant, and he refused to increase the 
seourity. 





Tue Covar (Livv.ey, M.R., and Currry and Vavuenan Witu1ams, L.JJ.) 
aw me © er and increased the security by £250, making the sum of 


it. It is obvious that as toa 


lay di se beg mga Ppa od og = 
own any very accurate or \ w . 
ind is this, that 






as it appears to me, can be said to apply to a case of 





Sto take the estimate 
, and give him just what 
can, at the whole case, 


he asks for. must look, as fairly as 
Raeowich, J 


of the case collapsing without coming to trial ; 
that the sum of £600 is a reasonable > and is sufficient. The view we 


into account the chance 
and on the whole we think 
are taking is consistent with the case of Imperial Bank of China, India, and 
Japan v. Bank of Hindustan, China, and Japan (14 W. R. 811, 1 Ch. 437), 
which seems to be the only case on the construction of section 69. The 
costs here and below must be costs in the action. 

Curry, L.J., said: Section 69 of the Companies Act, 1862, provides for 
an order for ‘‘ sufficient security ” for the defendant's costs. I really do 
not see how you can lay down any rule more useful than that, or any rule 
defendant wi be st to, and the noert bee to tabs e-Wenmoustle view of 
defen will be put to, and the to take a é view of 
all the circ » the nature of the suit, and any other matters that /- 
may properly be brought in e court is certainly not bound to give the 
amount of security which the defendant, by his solicitors, says he thinks 
will probably be the amount of his costs. I entirely th what has 
been said by the Master of the Rolls as to the paper amount to be given. 
2 — to me that £600 is a reasonable amount in the circumstances of 
this case. 

Vaveuan Wits, L.J., concurred.—Counsgn, Macashie ; A. R. Kirby. 
Soricrrors, Nicholson, Graham, § Graham ; Norton, Rose, Norton, § Co. 


{Reported by R. C. Macxewziz, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE WEST LONDON SYNDICATE (LIM.) (Appellents) ». THE COM- 
MISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE ( mdents). Div Court, 
14th and 15th Dec. 


Revenve—Stamep—Ap VaLorem Duty—ConsipgraTION ror SaLe—AGrer- 
MENT FOR THE SALE OF THE WHOLE or THE VENDOR’s INTEREST IN 
Licensed Premises—Goopwitt—*' LecaL on Equiraste Transrer’’— 
Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), ss. 13, 59 (1). 


Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to section 
13 of the Stamp Act, 1891. On the 4th of January, 1897, an instrument 
was presented to them on behalf of the West London Syndicate (Limited), 
under section 12 of the Stamp Act, 1891, for their opinion as to what 
stamp duty the instrument was chargeable. It was the 19th of 
March, 1895, and was an agreement under seal for the sale by one Thorne 
to the syndicate of, firstly, the goodwill of the business of an hotel pro- 

rietor and licensed victualler carried on by the vendor at Fischer’s 
otel, Bond-street, and the benefit of the licences, contracts, and privi- 
leges of the vendor; secondly, the lease of the hotel, subject to the yearly 
rent of £964; thirdly, furniture, fixtures, and fittings; and, fourthly, 
stock-in-trade and book debts. The consideration for the sale was the 
undertaking by the —- to pay £1,335 8s. 4d., trade debts of the 
vendor, £4,250, of which latter sum £1,462 16s. 3d. was for stock-in- 
. In other words, the consideration was the sum of 
£5,585 8s. 4d., including for and goodwill £4,085 8s. 4d. It was 
stated to the commissioners that it was impossible to sever the goodwill 
from the lease itself, because the goodwill ceased to be of value when severed 
from the lease, but that withouta ar em rege the vendor from carr y- 


ing on business in the neighbourhood the lease beof less value by £ 400 
The material clause in agreement was as follows: (6) ‘‘ The leasehold 
Te ree tsay capes ee tee os Ce with the concent 


of the landlords from whom the same are held, the vendor shall use his 
best endeavours to obtain the requisite consent for the assignment thereof 
to the syndicate or their , and in the event of such consent not 
being obtained the vendor at the option of the syndicate, uxecute 
a declaration of trust of the said premises in its favour.’’ There 
had been no assignment of the leasehold but a declaration of 
trust date the 21st of March, 1895, 


been executed by which 
the equitable interest in the leasehold premises became vested in the 
syndicate. The commissioners, having regard to sections 5 and 15 of 
the Stamp Act, 1891, were of opinion that inasmuch as neither the sum of 
£4,085 8s. 4d. nor any other of the consideration 


been expressed by the 


agreemen' 
of the Stamp Act, 1891, the 
<r duty on the 
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this net sum the commissioners considered that an ad valorum duty 
amounting to £20 lbs. was payable under the agreement, being an ad 
valorem Guty of 5s. for every £50 thereof payable under the head of *‘ Con- 
veyance or Transfer on Sale’’ in the first schedule to the Stamp Act, 
1891, and they also assessed the fixed duty of 10s. in respect of the agree- 
ment for the sale of the leaechold premises, furniture, and stock-in-trade. 
The instrument had since been stamped in accordance with the assess- 
ment. The commiesioners, however, stated, at the request of the syndi- 
cate, this case, and the questions for the opinion of the court were: (1) 
Whether the instrument was chargeable with the ad valorem duty of 
£20 15s as being in fact a conveyance on eale of an equitable interest in 
land? (2) If not, with what amount of ad valorem duty it wa3 chargeable, 
the contention of the syndicate being that it was only liable to a 10s. 
stamp and an ad valorem duty on the book debts, which amounted to less 
than £50. During the argument the following cases were cited by the 
its: Zhe Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Glasgow and South- 
estern Railway Oo. (12 App. Cas. 315), Angus’ case (23 Q. B. 579), Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue v. Wale (4 Ex. D. 271), Potter v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (10 Ex. 147), and Er parte Punnett (16 Ch. D. 226), where 
itwas laid down that the goodwill of a public-house was not a personal 
goodwill, but on the sale of the house with it. [At the conclusion 
of the appellants’ reply the Attorney-General claimed in right of the 
Crown to reply to the reply of the appellants in Revenue cases, and the 
court decid ¢ had a right to be heard. 

Tue Count (Grantuam and CuannzLL, JJ.) allowed the appeal. In their 
opinion the commissioners were wrong in holding that the instrument 
was a contract for a conveyance on sale ; it was not the real conveyance, 
but merely an agreement setting out what the parties intended to do in 
the future. There was an option given to the syndicate—the purchasers— 
who were at liberty to take, but were not bound to take, an equitable 
interest from the vendor, in the event of his failing to obtain from his 
landlords, as appeared to be the case, their consent for the assignment of 
his legal interest in the lease cf the premises to the syndicate. Nor was 
it a contract by the vendor for the sale of any estate or interest in any 
—— other than lands or, goods within the exception provided in 

m 59 of the Stamp Act, 1891. Moreover, the parties had not treated 
the value of the goodwill and licences as an interest separate from the 
premises, although they had dealt with the goodwill in the instrument 
a from the lease.—Counsgi, A. 7. Lawrence, Q.C., and Spearman; Sir 

. E. Webster, A.G , and Danckwerts. Sorrcrrors, A. EB. Griffiths; The 
Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by Exsxinez Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
FANCETT v. BIERMAN. Div. Court. 16th Dec. 


Pawnsroker—Unavtuorizep Psrson Pawns Property or ANOTHER— 
Orpgr on Pawnsroxer To Restore To OWNER—PAWNBROKER’S RiGHT 
To Prosscure Pawner—Merrorouitan Pouce Courts Act, 1839 
Ng oa c. 71), s. 40—Pawnproxers Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c 

» 8. 33. 


Special case stated by J. Hanney, Esq., a stipendiary metropolitan 
magistrate. At the Meriecnongs-ctvest poliapreourt a conan was 
was preferred by Thomas Fancett against Ann Bierman under section 33 
of the Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, for that she had pawned with the 
appellants, J. B. Harrison and J. H. Caudell, pawnbrokers, a certain 
coat the property of one Joseph Lawrance without his authority to do so. 
The magistrate dismissed the summons. The facts were these: The 
informant Fancett was manager to the pawnbrokers, and on the 30th of 
November the woman came into their shop and pawned the coat in 
question for £1 ls. The evidence was that the coat had been given to the 
woman’s husband by Lawrance to repair, and she had no authority to 
pledge it. The owner of the coat then summoned the pawnbrokers under 
section 40 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, and they were ordered to 
hand the coat over to him. They then prosecuted the woman, but the 
magistrate considered that section 33 of the Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, did 
—— the pawnbroker power to proceed against the woman. That 

is as follows : “Ifany person knowingly and designedly pawns 
with a pawnbroker anything being me pene of another person, the 
wher not Being emgeores or authorized by the owner thereof to pawn 
he shall be guilty of an offence against this Act and shall be 
liable on conviction thereof in a court of summary jurisdiction to forfeit 
any sum not exceeding £5, and in addition thereto any sum not exceeding 
the full value of the pledge as ascertained by the court.” The question 
for the decision of the court was whether the magistrate was right in 
the summons on the ground that prosecutors were a y 
to the act complained of and had no right to give or withhold authority to 
the respondent to pledge the coat with them, and also that they were not 
the party inj by the wrongful pledging, but tke person whose 
property the woman hid pawned. Counsel for the appellants argued 
that, the magistrate was wrong and that the person injured by the 
wrongful pawning was the pawnbroker. No one appeared to argue for 
& sem mg 
He Court (Grantuam and Cuannett, JJ.) decided that the a 
must be allowed. In their opinion the a iia ought to have sates 
the woman and imposed a fine sufficient, at least, to cover the amount 
which the pawnbrokers had advanced on the article, and that such 
amount should be repaid to the prosecutors. The case was accordingly 
remitted to the magistrate to convict.—CounsgL, Bucknill, Q.C., and 
C. L. Attenborough, Soxszcrrors, Attenborough ¢ Sn. 
[Reported by Exsxixz Rui, Barrister-at-Law.] 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. EARL GREY. Div. Court. 13th Dec. 


Ravenvg —Esrars Dury—Girr or Property —REskRVATION OF INTEREST — 
Russnvation or Powsn or Ruvocation—Frnancy Act, 1894 (57 & 58 








Vier. c. 30), s. 2 (1) (ec) —Cusroms anp Intanp Revenue Act, 1881 (44 4 
Vicr. c. 12), 8. 38. ; 


The question in this case was as to the liability of Earl Grey to 
estate duty upon estates which were at one time the Property of the he 4 
Earl Grey, but which had been transferred to him during the lifetime ~ 
of the late earl. By a deed dated the 19th of October, 1885, the ~ 
late earl, who was then living, transferred to his nephew, Albert Henry 
George Grey, the present earl, his estates in Northumberland, including © 
the mansion-house at Howick, subject to an annual rent-charge in favour — 
of the late earl of £4,000, upon trust to permit the late earl to occ 
and enjoy the mansion-house and appurtenances together with the tare = 
ture and effects therein as theretofore, and also upon the following trusta, — 
to pay certain annuities ; to pay certain mortgage debts and interest ; to — 
pay the rent-charge of £4,000 per annum; to keep up the mansion-house, © 
gardens, &c.; to pay the funeral expenses and debts of the late — 
earl; and not to dispose of certain farms, but to continue fi + 
them as theretofore. It was further provided that the late bE 
Grey should have power to revoke the deed in the event of the © 
erg Earl Grey dying in the lifetime of the late earl, or of é 

reach by the present Earl Grey of any covenant on his pt 
By a deed dated the 26th of September, 1894, the late earl, in con - 
ation of £5,000, released to the present earl the rent-charge of £4,000, and 
further released the present earl from the power of revocation and from 
the covenant to pay the rent-charge of £4,000, as well as from all claims 
under the covenant not to dispose of certain farms. The late earl died on 
the 9th of October, 1894, and thereupon the present earl succeeded to the 
earldom. The net annual income of the property comprised in the deed 
of 1885, after deducting interest on incumbrances and other charges and 
the cost of ment, is now and was before the date of the last. — 
mentioned deed very considerably in excess of £4,000. The present Earl — 
Grey paid duty only upon the value of the mansion-house of Howick and ~ 
the effects therein. An information was laid claiming duty upon the — 
value (less the value of incumbrances subsisting thereon) of the whole of © 
the property comprised in the deed of the 19th of October, 1885. The om : 
was cla’ under section 1 of the Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 30) 
which grants a graduated duty upon all property which passes on the death 
of a deceased person. Section 2 pro that property passing on the 
death of the deceased shall include: ‘‘ Property which would be required 
on the death of the deceased to be included in an account under section 
$8 of the Oustoms and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, as amended by 
section 11 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889, if those sections 
were herein enacted and extended to real property as well as 
personal Property, and the words ‘voluntary’ and ‘ volun- 
men J ’ and a reference to a ‘volunteer’ were omitted therefrom.’ 
Sectién 38 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881 (44 Vict. c. 12), 
grants stamp duties on accounts delivered of mal or moveable pro 
of the following, among other, descriptions: Sub-section (2) (a): ‘* Any 
property taken as a donatio mortis causa made by any person dying on oF 
after the 1st day of June, 1881, or taken under a voluntary disposition, made 
by any person so dying, purporting to operate as an immediate gift inter 
vivos whether by way of transfer, delivery, declaration of trust, or other- 
wise, which shall not have been bond fide made three months before the 
death of the deceased,’’ and (c) ‘‘ Any property passing under any past or 
future voluntary settlement made by any person dying on or after such 
day by deed or any other instrument not taking effect as a will, whereby 
an interest in such property for life or any other period determinable by 
reference to death is reserved either expressly or by implication to the 
settlor, or whereby the settlor may have reserved to himself the right, by 
the exercise of any power, to restore to himself, or to reclaim the absolute 
interest in such property.”” The Oustoms and Inland Revenue Act, 1889 
(52 Vict. c. 7), s. 11, amends section 38 (2) and provides: ‘‘ The descrip- 
tion of property marked (a) shall be read as if the word ‘‘twelve’’ were 
substitu Re ay **three’’ oa ae § the said ge oe of 
property s include property taken under any gift, whenever © 
ao of which property bond (fide ion and enjoyment ~ 
shall not have been assumed by the donee immediately upon the gift and — 
thenceforward retained, to the entire exclusion of the donor, or of any — 
benefit to him by contract or otherwise.” On behalf of the Crown it was — 
contended that duty was payable in respect of the property on the grounds 
that (1) bond fide possession of the property was not assumed to the entire ~ 
exclusion of the donor, (2) that an express interest was reserved to the — 


donor, and (3) that the deed reserved an express power of revocation to | 


the donor. Attorney-General v. Worrall (1895, 1 Q. B. 99) was cited. It © 
was further contended that the deed of 1894 did not affect the question, © 
because it could not alter the effect of the deed of 1885, and if taken to 
operate as a gift by itself, it was made too late. It was contended om 
behalf of the respondent that the reservation of a small income out of & 
large property would not render the whole property liable to duty, nor 
would the reservation of the use of the mansion-house. The respondent 
was only liable to pay duty to the extent to which a benefit was 
to the late Earl Grey. The power of revocation, it was contended, being 
only a limited power, was not one of those contemplated by section 38. 
Tue Court (Guantuam and Cuanneit, JJ.) gave judgment in favour of 
the Crown, upon the grounds that an interest was reserved to the late 


Earl Grey in the entirety of the property, and that a power of revocation 


was likewise reserved. ee 


Cuanne.t, J., was inclined to think that if the interest had been 7) 


reserved on a portion of the property only, section 38 (2) (c) would not have © 


opplied, because ‘‘ such property” in that section could not be taken to © 


P 

er to a portion of the pro _—Counsar, Sir R. EB. Webster, AG. 

Sir B. B. Finlay, 8.G., Tun Denckuerte :” Couns Hardy, QC. sal 

Bremner. Soutcrrors, Solicitor for Inland Revenue; E. Flux § Leadbitter. ’ 
(Reported by C, G. Wiczanam, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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REG, v. COX. C.C. R. 11th Dec. 


f Cammvat Law—Crvatty ro Curtpren—Proor or Ac8—PR&veENTION OF 
Crvuetty To Cutmpren Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 41). 


Case stated by the chairman of the Worcestershire Quarter Seseions. 
The prisoner was convicted under the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 
Act, 1894, of having wilfully neglected certain children un the of 
sixteen years of whom he had the custody or charge. The opinion of the 
court was asked upon several points, but the only — calling fora 

was that relating to the sufficiency of the evidence as to the age of 

the children. An officer of the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children gave evidence that he had seen the children and stated what he 
believed to be their respective ages, all being under sixteen. A constable 
this evidence. é mistr f a public eleme echool gave 
they were w the statutory age limit for such schools. THe youngest 
child a baby in arms, wad moot ; the other Children were not produced. 

It was submitted on behalf of the prisoner that there was no evidence of 

the age of the children except the youngest child. Section 17 of the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, provides that “ in respect of a 

child who is alleged in the charge or indictment to be under any ed 

and the child appears to the court to be under that age, such child 
for the purposes of this Act be deemed to be under that age unless 
the contrary is proved. 

Tus Court (Lord Russeit or Krtiowen, C.J., and Hawkins, Matuew, 
GranTuam, and Darina, JJ.) upheld the conviction. 

Lord Russett or Kittowen, 0.J.—It is said that the only proper 
evidence of the age of the children was certificates of their births combined 
with proof of identity. But the ages e chi be 

{ = lawful evidence. It is 7 sible to say that the e ven was 
roridence proper to be received. As to the age of the parents, the mere 
statement of the point is an answer to it: harged was in the 

dock and the jury had s t seeing e 
t Affirmed.—CounsEL, Stamford Hutton; Clarke Hi Soxicrrors, 
Blundell ; W. Morton Phillips, for Coleman & Whiteley, Redditch. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Druu, Barrister-at-Law.] 


/ REG. v. JUSTICES OF THE WEST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE. 
} Div. Court. 20th Nov. 
lacensinc Acts—Licencs—Inn—Hovse Putten Down—Arp.ication 
yor TRANSFER oF Licence—Jvnispicrion or Justices—9 Geo. 4 oc. 61, 
szo, 14 













Clarke § 





In this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling upon the justices of the West | ° 


Riding of Yorkshire to shew cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue 
directing them to hear and determine at quarter sessions an appeal by one 
§. H. Shaw against the refusal of the justices at the special session for the 
transfer of licences for the borough of Halifax, to grant him, under the oe 
visions of section 14 of the Intoxicating Liquor Licensing Act, 1828, a 
transfer of the licence to sell by retail excisable liquors to be drunk or con- 
sumed on the premises known as the Peacock Inn, which had been pulled 
down for publ’c improvements, to another fit and convenient house intended 
to be opened and kept by him as an inn in the same street. The facts as 
contained in the affidavits were that a Mrs. Toele had been for several years 
—_ to, and was on 30th November, 1894, the licensee of the said house. 
30th November, Mrs. Toole, being about to quit the premises, Shaw, who 
had become the tenant thereof, although he was never in actual possession 
of or paid rent for the house, applied at the petty sessions for authority to 
carry on the business. This authority was , and continued in 
force until the 1st of February, 1895, when Shaw applied to the 
justices at the special session for a licence. This was granted, 
and continued in force until the 10th of October, 1895. The 
Peacock Inn was pulled down for the aforesaid in Decem- 
ber, 1894. The general Licensing Meeting was held on the 23rd of 
Angust, 1895, and prior to that date Shaw received notice of objection. 
He agreed with the objectors that the matter should be adjourned until the 
2ith of September, the date of the adjourned Annual Licensing ee 
No application was made at that meeting for the renewal of the licence 
respect of the Peacock Inn; but it was stated that an ication would 
mbsequently be made on Shaw’s behalf at the special sessions for the grant of 
& licence to another house. Notices under the Intoxicating Liquor 
Licensing Act, 1828, and the Licensing Act, 1872, were duly given of 
Shaw's intention to apply under Section 14 of the former Act at 
the special session for a transfer of the licence from the Peacock 
Im to another inn. At the special session held on the 29th of 
July, 1896, the said application was made, when it was opposed on 
the ground that a licence was not requirod in the locality, and the 
justices refused the application. Shaw then appealed to the quarter sessions 
st Wakefield on the 19th of October, 1896, when it was objected that no 
appeal lay to the said court on the ground that the application made on the 
hot July, and refused by the justices, was an ap ion for a new licence. 
The court of quarter sessions being of opinion that the objection was a good 
one, dismissed the appeal. Shaw then obtained the above rule. 
Tus Courr (Maraew and Kennepy, JJ.) having taken time to consider 
their judgment, dismissed the appeal. 
THEW, J., after stating the facts, said that the granting of a licence to 
Shaw on the 1st of February, 1895, was a mere fiction, as the Peacock Inn 
then ceased to exist. On the 26th of July, 1896, the application under 
seh, 4 of the pavet ee was made on behalf of aan. That section 
8 “if any house, being kept as an inn by any person duly 
" under that Act “shall be, or be about to be pulled down or 


oupied under the provisions of any Act for the oe pe of the 
highways or for any other public penpete eee ee be lawful for 


the justices . . . . to grant to the person whose house shall, as 
abateatid, have been or shall be about to be pulled down or occupied for the 
improvement of the highways or for any other public purpose . . . 
dad oe sball open and keep as an inn, some other fit convenient house, 
a licence to sell excisable liquors by retail, to be drunk or consumed therein.” 
TE séetlen is an caboose eae eee ae nae 
srovides for the holding of special ions, for transferring licences, an 
‘uthorises justices thereat ‘to licence such persons intending to ine tae, 
theretofore kept by other — ing about to remove from such as 
they, the said justices,shall. . . . deem fitand proper . . se 
Shaw was never a licensed person within this Act, and his application was 
really an application for a new licence. 

Kennepy, J.—The essential point here is whether this was an —_—— 
under section 14 so that an appeal would lie. I am not satisfied that Shaw 
ever actually occupied the known as the Peacock Inn, but even if 
he did, he never occu within the meaning of the Act. In order to 
ovine unite costten 16 Oh Ree mae = > ) same 


as to whether the justices were now entitled to their costs, and the Court, in 
view of the a of Lord Herschall in Boulter v. Justices of Kent (1897, 
A. C. 556) which case overrules Reg. v. Justices of Glamorganshire (40 W. R. 
436 ; 1892, 1 Q. B. 621), decided to reserve this for further consideration. 
—CounseL, Lawson Wi ,Q.C., and 7. P. Perks ; J. Roskill ; Kershaw, Q.C., 
and Montgommery. Soxtcitors, Williamsm, Hill, wv 0o., for Walsham, 
Halifax; Baderam ¢ Williams for Trevor Edwards, Wakefield; J. R. Halt, 
for Keighley Walton, Halifax. 
(Reported by E. G. Srituwe.t, Barrister-at-Lew.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re PIERS. Ex parte PIERS v. READ. Wright, J. 18:h Dec. 


Banxerurtcr— Proor —AmenpMent—Szcurnep Crepirror— Omission To 
Vatve Owrne to Inapverrence—Banxrvuprcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
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to value his security at ni. The 
creditor, on the ground that Tu 
y “‘ from inadvertence’ within rule 
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secured creditor shall, unless he 
the ulars of his security, the date when 
at which he assesses it, and shall 
the (if any) due to him after deducting the value of his security. 
If he votes in respect of his 
te ny, ee ee 
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ef 


amend. 
and Nepean ; Kent. 
[Reported by P. M. Fsaaxoxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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tely set out in the bill, but refused to pay it on the ground that 
he had not authorized a “‘ retainer.’’ The action was then brought in the 
county court to fight only the question of a retainer or no retainer, and 
the defendant raised at the hearing the statutory defence that the bill as 
delivered was not a good signed bill of costs under section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843. To that the plaintiffs replied that the defendant 
could not plead such a statutory defence because, by order 10 of the 
County Court Rules, 1889, notice must be served on the other side, which 
the defendant had failed todo. Section 37 of the Act of 1843 enacts 
that no attorney or solicitor shall commence or maintain any action for 
the recovery of any fees until the expiration of one month after he shall 
have delivered a signed bill of such charges to the defendant. Ord. 10, 
r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 1889, is as follows: ‘‘ Where the 
defendant intends to rely upon any of the grounds of defence mentioned 
in rule 18 he shall file a notice stating thereon his name and 
address together with a concise statement of such ground five clear days 
before the return day provided that in case of non-compliance with 
this and the above-mentioned rule and of the plaintiff not consenting at the 
trial to permit the defendant to avail himself of such defences, the judge 
may, on such terms as he thinks fit, adjourn the trial of the action to 
enable the defendant to give such notice.’’ Rule 18 (a) (4) of the same 
order directs that where in any action the defendant relies upon any 
statutory defence or any defence of which he is required by any statute 
to give notice he ehall in his statement set forth the year, chapter, and 
section of the statute or the short title thereof and the principal matter 
upon which he relies.’” There was no case decided under the Solicitors 
Act, 1843, in which the question whether such notice of a statutory 
defence must be given; but there were four cases reported where it had 
been so decided under other statutes. Of these the most recent was that 
of Conroy v. Peacock (1897,2 Q. B. 6), a@ case under the Employers’ 
Liability Act. On these authorities counsel submitted the learned judge was 
wrong, and that a statutory defence under the Solicitors Act could only 
be pleaded if proper notice were given; that the bill of costs in the 
absence of this statutory defence being pleaded was a good signed bill. 
[Grantuam, J.—If the defendant had given the statutory notice, the 
laintiff would have taken care not to have gone on with his action until 
* had delivered an amended bill. I doubt if he could in any event have 
maintained his action on a bill setting out his costs ina lump sum. Why 
was not the case adjourned to enable the defendant to give notice of the 
statutory defence he relied on?] The defendant did not ask for any 
adjournment, and he must be taken to have waived his right to ask for 
one under ord. 10, r. 10. The plaintiffs were fully prepared to argue the 
point, and therefore the verdict of a non-suit was wrong, and ought to be 
set aside and the costs of the day paid to the defendant returned to the 
plaintiffs. Counsel for the respondent contended that the judgment 
appealcd from was right. The question before the county court judge 
was whether the bill was a good signed bill. The question was discussed, 
and he held it was not, and that upon such a bill the plaintiffs had no 
claim. The Act said that no action to recover costs should be brought 
until a properly signed bill had been delivered to the defendant. No 
gs bill had been delivered, and the action was wrong in the inception. 
é judgment of a non-suit with costs was the only judgment that could 
properly have been given. [Cuannett, J.—It seems to me that the 
statutory notice not having been given the judge ought to have directed 
an adjournment. } 

Tue Court (Grantuam and CHanneL1, JJ.) ordered a new trial. 

GrantuaM, J., said: The solicitors were very properly not asking for 
judgment, but only for a new trial. That might have been saved if the 
judge had adjourned the case. As it was, there was nothing for it but to 
direct a new trial and have the matter gone into de novo. It was clear 
that the statutory defence could not be pleaded unless proper notice had 
been given to the other side. The appeal must be allowed, and the plain- 
tiffs would have the costs of the appeal in any event, but the question of the 
costs already incurred rested with the county court judge. The question 
of the costs below had not been raised in the notice of motion. The costs 
of the new trial must abide the result. 

CHANNELL, J , concurred. 

Counset, Bryn Roberts; J. D. Crawford. Soxscrrors, Lloyd-George, 
Roberts, § Co., for Lewis § Davies, Liverpool; H. F. Neale, for Tudor Jones 
$ Jones, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Ensxixe Ret, Barrister-at-Law.] 








THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 


Report of the Law Committee, submitted to and approved by the vestry 
of the parish of Chelsea on the 21st of December, 1897. 

1. Reporting that they have considered the letter from the clerk, 
London County Council, dated the 25th of November, referring to the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, under section 20 of which Act power is given 
to her Majesty by Order in Council to declare, as respects any county or 
part of a county that, after a specified day, registration of title to land is 
to be compulsory on sale, and thereupon a person shall not under any 
conveyance on sale, executed on or after the day specified, acquire the 
legal estate in any freehold land in that county or part of a county unless 
or until he is registered as proprietor of the land; stating that the council 
have received from the Privy Council a letter, dated the 19th of November, 
giving notice, pursuant to section 20, sub-section (5) of the Act, that it 

proposed to make an order under that section, applying part 3 of the 
Act to the county of London, and stating that it ” intended that the 
existing Land Registry in Lincoln’s-inn-fields shall be the place where the 





thought proper, having regard to the convenience of the districts to be ~ 
affected by the order ; stating further that, as the question of applying ~ 
the Act to London is a very important matter, the council would be glad, 
before coming to a decision thereon, to have the views of those bodies iy 
the county who are specially interested ; and asking the vestry to be good 
enough, should they so desire, to furnish the council with their views on 
the subject. 

In connection with this communication, the committee have considered 
the letter from the vestry of Kensington, dated the}2nd of December, 
forwarding copy of a report by their law and parliamentary committee, 
relative to the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and statiog that they have 
informed the London County Council that they do not approve of 
registration of title being made compulsory in the county ot London, and 
have expressed a hope that the council will tske steps to prevent the 
application of the provisions of the Act to the county. 

The committee have also had before them a letter from the assistant 
registrar of the land registry, dated the 7th of December, forwarding 
statements of the methods and results of the registration of titles to land 
in this and other countries. 

2. It will readily be admitted that the subject of the registration of 
titles to land is one of great importance tothe community, and, no doubt, 
theoretically there is much to be said in favour of such asystem. 

3. The committee, however, consider that there are serious practical 
objections to the introduction of a compulsory system of registration, 
inasmuch as it must lead to unnecessary delay and increased expense— 
more especially in the case of small purchaces—arising from payment of 
fees, preparation of maps, and attendances at the land registry, and will 
thereby tend to diminish transactions in land. Moreover, it is the 
supercession of an old and well-tried system by what may be termed an 
untried, and, as regards this country at all events, a purely experimental 
method. Since the passing of the Conveyancing Acts of 1881 and 1882 
transfers of land can be, and as a rule are, carried out with dispatch, and, 
in view of the legal responsibility involved, at moderate cost. 

4. Complications are also likely to arise on the sale more particularly of 
portions of building estates, which would involve a fresh registration of 
each portion sold. 

5. As regards the registration of what is called a ‘‘ possessory title,” 
this seems likely to cause unnecessary doubts to arise as to the legal 
validity and po Pll of a landowner’s title to his holding, and would 
probably operate in such a manuer as to depreciate its value. Although 
the Act itself refers specifically to freeholds, power is reserved for 
extending its provisions to leaseholds by means of rules. 

6. Compulsory registration would, the committee submit, materiall 
increase the cost of transfer in the case of properties purchased chrongl 
building and land societies, many of whom, at the present time, grant 
free conveyances to their purchasers. 

7. The committee wou'd also point out that if the provisions of the Act 
are to be carried out successfully in London, a considerable addition 
would have to be made to the staff at the Land Registry Office in 
Lincolns-inn-fields, and that it would b> difficult to put an end to the 
system (if commenced), in the event of the experiment proving a failure. 
The consequence would be that the fees would have to be materially 
increased, or the deficiency made up by the tax-payer. 

8. It must not be supposed that under the proposed system any increase 
of security would necessarily be given to landowners. On the contrary, 
it appears from the report of a case before the Privy Council, so recently 
as the year 1891, that the owner of a registered charge in the colony of 
Victoria, not only lost his charge but obtained no compensation, and in 
Austria, under the register system, according to the report of Mr. Brick- 
dale, the assistant regis‘rar of the Land Registry, there were 1,500 cases 
of fraud during the twenty years from 1850 to 1870. 

9. There is a system of registry of deeds in the county of Middlesex, but 
it is not pretended, on that account, that property in Middlesex is worth 
more than property of a similar class, eay, in Surrey by reason of the mere 
registration of the deeds. 

10. It ought to be mentioned that the country at large is open to the 
application of the new method for experiment. The order for compulsory 
registration is only to be put in force where not objected to by the county 
council. From this it will be seen that the proposal is only a tentative 
one, and in fact, the Legislature itself seems almost to have doubted © 
whether or not the mischief of the proposed system could only be 
bounded by the narrowness of its operation. ; 

11. Under these circumstances, and in view of the varied interests and 
the large number of properties which would be affected, and of the great — 
uncertainty which exists as to the effect of the new system, it seems to — 
the committee undesirable that such a doubtful experiment should firat be 
tried in the county of London, where the pecuniary interests at stake far 
transcend those which would be involved in the event of an application of 
the Act being first extended to some other locality or county. 

12. If it were attempted to deal only with a district of the county of ~ 
London, the committee are of — that, should failure ensue, com> ~ 
siderable confusion would arise from one portion of the county being 
singled out for treatment differing from the other portions. a 

13. Apart altogether from the merits or demerits of the system, it nature 
ally occurs to the committee to suggest that the experiment sh uld in the ~ 
first instance, at least, be made in a district where, if failure does resulé, — 
it will cause as little injury, expense, and confusion as possible. 7 

The committee, therefore, 

Recommend that the London County Council be informed that the ~ 
wan are of opinion that the county of London is not a suitable area in 
which the first experiment of compulsory pegictention of land title should 
be tried. . Hotzann, Vestry Clerk. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Franx Locxwoop, Q.0., died at his residence, 24, Lennox- 
at half-past two on Sunday afternoon. He had been 
influenza for some weeks past. He was the son of Mr. 
Lockwood, of Dencaster, and was educated at Caius Co! " " 
He was a pupil of Mr. J. W. Mellor, and was called to bar in 1872 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1882, and, curiously enough, was 
in the same ‘batch of silks” with Sir R. T. Reid, afterwards 
colleague as law officer. After he became a Queen’s Counsel 
practice rapidly increased, and he ultimately obtained the position of 
of the leading advocates of the day. He was one of the counsel 
appeared before the Parnell Commission, but took a very small 5 ~ 
the proceedings. In 1885 he was elected member for the City of Y 
and held that position till his death. In October, 1894, he was appointed 


Solicitor-General upon Sir J. by’s elevation to the — and 
t year he visited the United States 


au 
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hted upon his appointment. in 
cuyeey th the Lord Ohief Justice. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricnarp Marrack, Mr. James Wri.tams, and Mr. James 8S. Guzen, 
Barristers-at-Law, have been re-appointed members of the Board of 
Examiners established by the four Inns of Court under rule 4 of the 
“ Consolidated Regulations.”’ 

Mr. Lionzt Horton-Surra has been appointed as a new Member of the 
above-mentioned Board. 

Mr. Wri.1AM Pinpver Everstey, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Sudbury, in the place of the Hon. John de Grey, 

Mr. Tuomas Spoongr Sopgn, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Grantham in the place of Mr. Edmund Lumley, resigned. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissonvrion. 


Srernen Donne and Asranam Fay Writiiams a erage | 
(Donne & Williams). Nov. 1. The said Abraham Fay Williams 
henceforth carry on the said business alone under the same style. 

[@azette, Dec, 21. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Cuantes W1iu14M OCornmeti.—If any solicitor or other person should 
have prepared and now have the custody of the will of the late Charles 
William Cornmell, late of a and 4, Eldon-road, K , in the 
county of London, insurance broker, deceased, he will oblige by commu- 
nicating with either of the undersigned. All p euy other 
expenses will be paid by the surviving brother, Mr. Budd 
Cornmell, and his sister, Mrs. Annie Maria Budd. Dated the 2lst of 
December, 1897. Robert T. Wragg, 11, Gt. St. Helen’s, Bis) te, 
E.C., solicitor for the said R. B. Cornmell; Stone, King, & Co., 12, 
New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, and Bath, solicitors for Mrs. A. M. Budd. 





GENERAL. 


It has been arranged that Mr. Justice Grantham shall take the South- 

om Circuit in Po * Mr. . ustice Wright, who peer yg saulonesay town 
ior the purpoge of disposing of companies winding u) 
business, and sitting with the Railway and Canal Commute 

Mr. Justice Wright, after consultation with the members of the bar 
present in court, has announced that he intends to devote Wednesdays to 
company business as at present, Mondays to bankruptcy, and 
to the remanets from both classes of business. 

At the assizes at Birmingham, on the 15th inst., before Mr. Justice 
Wills, Hubert James Smart was charged in the first count of an indict- 
ment with feloniously shooting at Robert Jeffery Parr, solicitor, on the 
9%th of September last, with intent to kill him, and in a second count with 
attempting to discharge a pistol at Mr. Parr with intent to kill him. The 
jury found the prisoner guilty of shooting with intent to kill, and the 
judge passed sentence of twelve years’ penal servitude. 

The judges (Bigham and Darling, JJ.) have fixed the following com- 
mission days for the winter assizes on the Western Circuit—viz., Devizes, 
Tuesday, the 11th of January ; Dorchester, Saturday, the 15th of Janu- 
ary; Taunton, Wednesday, the 19th of gee f Bodmin, Tuesday, the 
%th of January; Exeter, Tuesday, the let of Fé : Winchester, 
of February. 


Monday, the 7th of February; Bristol, Monday, the 1 
Dar! reached. 
The aarntas b Reel ae the Queen’s Bench 


F 


ling, J., will not join the circuit until Exeter 
Division for the ensuing Hilary sittings : Lord Chief Justice and 
Mathew, Day, Grantham, Lawrance, Bruce, and Darling, JJ., will be the 
udges who will sit to form Divisional Courts; Hawkins, Wills, Wright, 
dy, Ridley, Bigham, and Ohannell, JJ., will proceed with the hear- 
ing of actions, while Phillimore, J., will be the judge in attendance at 
chambers. This order, however, will have to be modified from time to 


time as the judges leave town for their respective circuits. 


On rising for the Christmas Vacation on Tuesday, Mr. Justice 
taid that he could not take leave of the bar at the close of these 
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y during the sittings 
The papers are full of stories of the late Sir Frank Lockwood. The 
Deity Pragraph saya that i Sat in the Chancery Division 
much surprise to the oo was > 
‘* What brings you here, Mr. Lockwood?’’ he said. Ni 
60 a question, Sir Frank looked at the outside of his brief, 
replied in a matter-of-fact way, ‘‘ Three and one, my lord, merely three 
and one,” alluding, of course, to the number of guineas marked on his 
brief as regards the first amount, and the smaller sum reference to 
the conference fee. After successfully defending 4 in the 
Criminal Court, who had put forward a satisfactory alibi, Sir Frank 
went fora walkin the cieuit town, and daring his perambulations he met 
the judge who had Addressing , the learned said, 
** Well, was a very good alibi.” ‘‘ Yes, my *? was 
Oe ee eee I think I selected the best.” 
nlike man w ’ ” require a long 
of incabation, Sir Frank Lockwood's us was a 
the occasion. Sr is afforded in connection 
with a case where a some doubtful company was being cross- 


F 
i 


, when Sir Frank the question to the promoting 
“Now, tell me, sir, wien aia you first determine to float this 
company?’’ ‘Float this company, asked the with 
some rise, ‘‘ I don’t know poe gt BP pee com- 

.’ “Very well, then,” replied Sir Frank, ‘‘1 will make my mean- 
mony ectly clear. By the com I refer to the operation 
wi almost inv: y as dion of 9 camer Do you 
understand me now ?’’ illustration evidently impressed the witness 
sufficiently, and d the remainder of his evidence he was disconcerted 
to such a degree that he fell an victim to the skill of the experienced 
lawyer. The St. James’s Gazette that Sir Frank was fond of telling 
stories against “T a man at York once who 
was accused of cattle —‘ beasts’ call them up there 

saw so-and-so ; 


can see a 
replied instantly, amidst roars of ter all over the court. 
Want to 6 seligives maosting os Which udge Waddy, a circuit 
tables by saying, “Now, my dear tienda, Boother 

in a hymn.’ 
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For Turoat Iragrration anp Covcu.—“ Eppe’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
oom prove effective. They soften and clear luable 
to all suffering from > y 

in labelled tins, price The. and 1s. 14d.—James Epps & Oo., Ltd., Homoo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 
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21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette,—Fuivay, Dec. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Laurtsp m CHanozey. 
Baitish Crore Manvuracrurine % st & Go, 7, Ring pasoented Dee 14, 
directed to be heard on Jan 12. Ward & 7, fro for petners. 
Notice of Sant rossh the abovoanansd wot inter them @ o/ebeuk in the after: 
noon of Jan 
Daarzry Wi Liurrrp—Creditors are 2 wr telite Sen eet Oe 
debts or claims, to Hardy 





alluding to the great loss which the court was about to 


and the particulars of 
ne eaghal ot 
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Grose Rerixixc Co, Lonrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to Mr es Arthur 
ixon & Dixon, Bristol, solors to liquidator 





Nicholas st, Bristol. 
Joun Heys & Co, Lnarep (1x Voturtary Liguipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John T. Heys, c/o Messrs Haworth & Broughton, 5, Union st, Accri n 
Suzex House Cycuixe Circe, Linrrrp—Creditors are required, on or before 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Henry Davis, Howard House, Arundel st, Strand. Rowe & Maw, Norfolk st, Strand, 
solors to liquidator 
Sours Kexstnorow axp Curisea Crore Surriy anp Instruction Co, Limirap—Creditors 
_ are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their names and addresses, eer with full 
™ particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry George Wheeler, 1474, Fulham rd 
Sreamsuir “ Laxvore’’ Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. W. 
Crosbie Oates, 8, Cook st, Liverpool 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
— Hors Friexpty Society, Swan Inn, Lye Waste, Oldwinsford, Worcester. 
1 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 21. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luonutep mr Caancery. 


Equirasie Investuent Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send 
eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr Walter 
C, Lewis, 3, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn. Lewis, 14, South sq, Gray’s inn, solor to liqui- 


Grorcs Horxixs, Limrrep (Votuntary Liqurpatron)—Creditors are required, on or 

before Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
i to C. E. Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff 

InrzrvatTionaL Fisre Cuamors Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 15, 
directed to be heard on Jan 12, W. H. Court, 69, Aldersgate st, solor for petner. 
Notice of oy ed must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 11 

Rosixson & Price, Limirep (tae Orv Company)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
~ George Barker Mercer, 38, Chatham st, Liverpool. Mackay, Liverpool, solor for 
liquidator 

Roopgroort Derr Levent Gotp Mixixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Slingsby Ogle, 90, Cannon st. Hicks & Co, 13, Old Jewry chbrs, solors for 


liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Hearne Hitt axp Batxton Coat Co-operative Association, Limtrep, 231, Railton rd, 
Herne Hill (at its request). Dec 15 

Keevit Provivent Society, Rose and Crown Inn, Keevil, Wilts. Dec 15 

Market Desrinc District A. O. Forzsters, White Horse Inn, Market Deeping, 
Lincoln (at its request). Dec 15 

oe Frienpty Society, Schoolrooms, Waldringfield, Woodbridge, Suffolk. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Ciatm. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 10. 
Ganes, Wressan Avrrep, Wolverhampton Jan 18 Prentis v Green, Byrne,J Diggles 


Ogden, Manchester 
Strack, James, Tranmere, Chester, Printer Stack y Stack, Registrar, Liverpool 


Johnson, Liverpool 


Jan 11 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 10. 


Bays, Tuomas Ixort, Hilderstone, nr Stone, Stafford Jan 10 Satchell & Chapple, 
Queen st, Cheapside 
Batu, Tuomas Inctepew, Edmonton Jan18 Parker, Monument sq chmbrs 


Biycu, Wa.rer, Nottingham Jani Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 

Biere.t, Canouise, Deal, Kent Jan 31 Minet & Co, King William st 

Buiaxey, Wit.1amM, Buslingthorpe, nr Leeds, Wheelwright Jan 20 Bailey, Leeds 

Boam, Witiiam, Kegworth, Leicester; Licensed Victualler Jan 1 Wells & Hind, 
Nottingham 


Boyze, Wituram Henry Davin, Chelsea Feb1 FC Mathews & Co, Cannon st 
Brows, Henny, Leicester Dec 2i Bulman, Leicester 


Cares, Ropert, Wallsend, Northumberland, Innkeeper Jan 10 Stanton & Atkinson, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Camenoy, Joun, Finsbury, Fancy Printer Jan 30 Brook, South sq, Gray’s inn 


Qe, anon Frepericx, South Austell, Cornwall Jan 1 Coode & Co, St 


Datxix, Saran, Scarborough Jan 10 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 

Davis, Untan James, Painswick, Gloucester Jan31 Bretherton & Co, Gloucester 

Dewick, James Tuomas, Leicester Jan10 Harding & Barnett, Leicester 

aes Catnenixe Mary, Vauxhall walk, Lambeth Jan 15 Clarke & Symes, 
on 


Eatox, Grorce Biytaman, Sheffield Jan31 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 
Enenant, Joux, Wood Green Feb1 W Houghton & Son, Ney Broad st 

Exy, Witty, sen, Tattershall Jan 30 Clitherow & Son, Tattershall, Lincoln 
Frercuer, Geonat, Crosby, Lancs, Stockbroker Jan 31 McGowen, Liverpool 
Groves, Hexny, Yeovil Jan3 HS & S Watts, Yeovil 

Haesrrar, Atrrzep Cacen, Hertford Jan 31 Spence & Co, Hertford 

Kersuaw, Amos, Rochdale, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 13 Leach & Son, Manchester 
Jackson, Witi1aM, Scarborough Jan10 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 

Jacksox, WittiamM Hewry,Eccles, Lancs Jan8 Orrell, Manchester 

James, Lawrorp Ruopes, Broadstairs Jan 20 Wood, Finsbury sq 

Joxxs, Cunistian Cosnam, Rhyl, Flint Jan 20 Wood, Finsbury sq 

Lamp, Joux, Cockfield, Durham, Yeoman Jan 10 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 
Lieutroor, Eowanp Ricuarp, Dellfield, Cowley Jan 1 Sedgwick, Watfotd 
Lows, comm Eocar, Laurence Pountney hill Jan 31 Freeman & Bothamley, Queen st, 





a 
Matyos, Jouy Joseru, Green lanes, Licensed Victualler Feb1 Isaacs, Basinghall avue ) 





Miri, Hargett Isaperta, Sydenham, Kent Jan 10 Colman & Knight, Raymong 
bl Gray’s inn 


Mitts, Taowas, Radcliffe, Lancaster Dec 31 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe 

Newmay, Mattuew, Hayes ct, Hayes Jan 20 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Pautine, Ricwarp Cxarke, Victoria st March 10 Apps & Son, South sq, Gray’s inn 
PutrrarD, ARABELLA Saran, Swanage, Dorset Jan9 Andrews & Co, Dorchester 
Peart, Georcr, Burnham on Crouch, Essex Dec 24 Leader, St Paul’s Churchyard 
Rayment, Henry, Hertford, Merchant Jan 31 Spence & Co, Hertford 

Suarmay, Mrs Mary, Balham Jan10 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington grdns 
Streruensoy, Tuomas, Cambridge Jani D’Albain & Ellis, Newmarket 

Taywor, Henry, Eastbourne Marchi Rising & Ravenscroft, Leadenhall st 

Terry, Jonny, Sutton upon Trent, Licensed Victualler Jan 14 Masser, Nottingham 
Tuomas, Ann, Hendon Jan24 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 

Tuouns, Hawnau, Handsworth, Stafford Jan1 Wheldale, Birmingham 

Tomins, Samvet Pearson, Handsworth, Stafford, Butcher Jan1 Wheldale, Birmin,. 


am 
Trusier, James, Preston, Sussex Jan24 Hardwick, Brighton 
Tavuster, Saran, Brighton Jan24 Hardwick, Brighton 
Wattace, Dame Ame.iz Jute Cuantorre, Manchester sq Jan 15 


Savile pl, Conduit st 
Weaver, Exiza Avy, Kilburn Jan10 Roscoe & Hincks, Christopher st, Finsbury sq 


Wesster, Jouy, Croydon Jani7 8S Hughes & Sons, Bedford st 

Wesroanrtn, Josern, Morecambe, Lancaster,Groom Dec2l Fawcett, Morecambe 
Wairtaker, Toomas, Nottingham, Farmer Jan17 Brown, Newark on Trent 
Warre.ey, Geratpixe Louisa, Greetland, York Jan 26 England, Halifax 
Wickenpen, Aurrep, Pagham, Sussex Janill Staffurth & Staffurth, Bognor 
Witierrs, Noan, Dudley, Worcester Dec 29 Rollason, Birmingham 

Woop, Emma, Sproughton, Suffolk Jans Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 

Woopmay, Henry Ricuarpv, Hemel Hempstead, Corn Merchant Jan 20 Pitts, Strand 
Yares, Ourver, Southport Jan5 Wilding & Son, Blackburn 


Caprons & Co, 


London Gazette.—Turspayr, Dec. 14. 
Atuey, Anya Bexwa, Chesterfield, Derby Jani4 Lambert, Manchester 
Baxer, Wit11am, Nottingham, Rope Maker Janl Johnstone & Williams, Notting. 


Bawyxs, Henry Wiiu1am, Addiscombe, Surrey Jan10 Stopher, Queen Victoria st 


Bay ey, Rosert Henry, Florence rd, Finsbury Park, Optician Jan 27 Moodie & Son, 
avenue 
Berrs, Mary Exizasetu, Norwood Feb1 Howard, Weymouth 


Boox, Janz, Canning Town Jan3i Arthur Blott, Stratford 
Baicxwoop, Joux, Derby, Farmer Dec24 Eddowes & Sons, Derby 
Broome, Jonx, Lea Mills, Derby Jan15 Potter, Matlock Bridge 


Cave, Sir Lewis Wiii1Am, Woodmansterne, Epsom Jan 31 Collyer-Bristow & Oo, 
Bedford row 


Cuuiey, Jang Anunpett St Avusys, Wooler, Northumberland Jan 10 Willoby & 


‘eters, upon Tweed 
Davies, Erten, Smethwick, Stafford, Beer Retailer Jan20 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Dewniast, Emma, Headingley, Leeds Janil J Bowling & Sons, Leeds 
Exu1s, Joszpn, Manchester Jan 29 Hatton, Manchester 
Fox, James, Brighton Dec 31 Fox, Bedford row 
Greenatt, Wiiuiam Parrisox, Waltham Cross, Hertford Janil Lea, Manchester 
Hauiwett, Joun, Southport Jan 22 Brighouse & Co, Southport 
Hawokrrn, Rev Peter, Morecambe, Lancs Dec 31 Fawcett, Morecambe 
Ho.is, Tuomas, Sonning Eye, Oxford, Farmer Jan15 Blandy & Blandy, Reading 
Horxixs, Emma, Lymington, Southampton Jan 20 Moore & Co, Lymington 
Hovunset, Emma Natavia, Torquay Jan16 Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 


Ives, Jonn Asruvur, Shipley, Yorks, Builder’s Clerk Jan 11 Morgan & Morgan, 
Bhiple 


Lortus, Ferrars Compton Cxiarces, Ingatestone, Essex Jan 24 Baileys & (0, 


ers 
McCracken, James, Greenleighton, Farmer Jan 15 Gibson, Newcastle on Tyne 


Macxiynow, Surgeon Major General Sir Wituiam, KCB, South Kensington Jan 6 
te & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross ap 
Mauix, Joux, Knowle, Warwick, Farmer Jan 20 Lane & Co, Birmingham 


Marsu, Jouxn Wiirorp, Medical Superintendent, Bracebridge, nr Lincoln Jan » 
Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln ; : 

Mitxais, Sir Everett, Shepperton, Bart Jan 28 Richard Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray's 
inn 

Neave, Isaac, Edingthorpe, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 31 Wilkinson, North Walsham 

Prarr, Toomas, Hurst, nr Newcastle under Lyne Jan 15 Whitworth, Ashton under 


MES. . aaUae Walworth Janil Forbes & Son, London st, Fenchurch st 
Rutzey, Exizaseru James, Bickleigh, Devon Jan20 Bulteel & Co, Plymouth 
Sxruzinerow, Cuarces, Lincoln, Horsedealer Jan 10 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln _ 
Surcuirrs, Freperick, Liverpool, Solicitor’s Clerk Dec 21 Robinson & Co, Bradford — 
Tarram, Witt1am Heyry, Denmark Hill Jan 14 Hugill, Cannon st 

Texve.t, Louisa, Croydon Jan 20 Capel-Cure & Ball, Clements ina 

Warp, James, Boston, Lincoln, Farmer Feb1 Peake & Co, Sleaford 

Ware, Jonx, Plymouth Jan1 Brian, Plymouth 

Wirxs, Curnzerr, Lincoln Jan10 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 


London Gazette.—Fatpay, Dee. 17. 
ALEXANDER, Ruopa, Barnstaple, Devon Jan15 Harding & Son, Barnstaple 
Astiey, Danret, Chorley, Lancs, Brewery Manager Jan17 Barlow, Wigan 
Austex, Cassanpra Esrex, Plymouth Jan18 Gill, Devonport 
Baryertt, Exizaseru, Nantwich, Cheshire Feb1 Hensley, Nantwich 
Bowpew, Gzorez, Swansea, Provision Merchant Jan17 Morgan & Co, Cardiff 
Bray, Hannan, Horbury, nr Wakefield Jan 22 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistom® 
Bray, Many, Horbury, nr Wakefield Jan22 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistone 
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" Baocx, Witu1am, Paxford, Worcester, General Dealer Jan 31 Rundle & Hobrow, 
Basinghall st 


Bouceiey, Joux Anrave, Hampton Wick Jan@i Austin & Austin, Union ct 

Boncsss, Jauns, Westbury, Wilts, Builder Jan 18 Pinniger & Co, Westbury 

Cauroway, Jos, Tipton, Stafford Dec 31 Clayton, Birmingham 

Cuaxce, Frank, Sydenham hill Jan 14 Watkins & Co, Sackville st 

Cor, Jane, Everton, nr Liverpocl Feb7 Trinder & Co, Cornhill 

Coup, Jonny Newcomss, Sunderland, Surgeon Jan13 Walker, Sunderland 

Davies, Many Anne, Liangain, Carmarthen Jan 10 Browne, Carmarthen 

Fexwick, pooner Bioomrretp, Braintree, Essex Jan 28 Withers & Co, Arundel st, 
Stran 


Forp, Axprew, Leeds Jan29 Jones & Co, Leeds 


Fovaacre, Jupitx, Winstanley, Lancs Jan 22 Darlington & Sons, Wigan 

Gayper, Taomas, Warnham, Sussex, Farmer Jan 20 Cotching, Horsham 
GorrscuaLk, Gustav, Distaff lane Jan 16 Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Hotues, Tuomas, Lianarth, Monmouth, Yeoman Feb2 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 


Hott, Ex1as, Highbury Jan 20 Holt, Gray’s inn sq 
Heatox, Anne, Leeds Jan 29 Jones & Co, Leeds 


Hewitt, Atrrep, Lancaster Gate, Hyde pk Feb13 Budd & Co, Bedford row 
Inepett, Lovisa, Croydon Jan 20 Capel-Cure & Ball, Clement's inn 
Jouxsos, Evtzaneta Mary, Dover Febi7 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Jounsox, Jc Semana, Barrow on Soar, Leicester, Farmer Feb 1 Woolley & Co, Lough- 


Lawford 





" McDowett, Cuaries Axpaew, Oxton, Chester Jan 31 John Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
Manxs, Henny, West Hampstead Jan 24 Marks, Bishopsgate st Within 

Mrisvry, Gzorcs, Walton, Cumberland, Yeoman Dec 29 Milburn, Brampton 
Netsox, Jouy, Nottingham Jan 31 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

Patuer, Tuomas, New st, Covent Garden March 1 Hughes & Sone, John st, Bedford 
Pemnsn, enmans, Fenchurch st Jan18 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 

Pickup, Josern, Wisconsin, US A Jan 15 Mellor, Oldham 

Piacort, Francis, Erdington, Warwick Jan27 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Powen, be = oy nas Kilkenny,J P,D({L Jan 15 Francis & Crookenden, New sq, 
Revmavoxn, The Re Hon Epwaxp Cuartes Baron, Charles st, Berkeley sq Feb 28 


Finsbury cres 
Rewrow, Auicra Euuzy, Brighton Jan17 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton avnue 
Ritey, Tuomas, Dewsbury Feb1 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 
Rovres, Writ1am Rupes, Ross, Hereford, Chartered Accountant Jan 31 Thorpe, 


Scupper, Hewry, Southend onSea Jan3i Bradford, Queen Victoria st 

Snowens, James, Taunton Jan3i Reed & Co, Taunton 

Sxrrrow, Tuomas Bsantanps, Askwith, nr Otley, York, Farmer Jani5 Dunning & 
Surrn, Samuet, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer Dec 29 Whitworth, Nottingham 
Tancock, Wituram, Croydon Jan3i Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 

| Tarver, Mercy, Willesden Jan 31 Cridland & Nell, Bedford row 


Larrox, , Quaurion, Neweastle upon Tyne Feb 1 Stanton & Atkinson, Vease, Count Camrio Ziveat pat, Vicenza, Italy, Landed Proprietor Jan15 Dale & 


Newcastle upon Tyn 
Lose, Euiza, Cheltenhazn. ° March 14 Drew, Cheltenham 


Lows, Caanvorte, Bromley, Stafford Jan 20 Lowe & Auden, Burton on Trent 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette,-—Fripay, Dec. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aspowsucn, am oe. Staffs, Greengrocer Walsall 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 


Baxer, onace CHARLES , sipsiog a Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 
— Hexsy, Burnley, Butcher Burnley Met Dee 10 
10 


aig Acuitie, Finsbury Park, See Importer 
High Court Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 1 

Busre.., Josern, Shipley, Yorks, | Bradford 
Pet Dec 14 Ord 14 

Caxte.o, Franx, Sandown,I of W,Ironmonger Newport 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Cuasttron, Samus, ices, Somerset, Baker Frome 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 13 

Covys, Hasoip, Casistian Danxwis Corns, and Aernuas 
Geszs, Hitec, Bootmakers High Court Pet Dec 15 


5 

Caicx, Joun Henry, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Shopkeeper 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 14 

Carrontey, Fanny, Lancaster,Grocer Burnley Pet Oct 
2% Ord Dec9 

Damano, Exnico, Clifton, Bristol, Professor of Music 
Bristol Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Dextoy, Freperick, and Joseru Au.en, Irthlingboro 
ices es Northampton Pet Dec 15 

15 

Epwanrps, Sanat, \ —\ - om Cycle Dealer Banbury 

Pet Dec 13 Ord 


Pawostr, Gaunms ) ll Dewsbury, Lodging house 
Keeper Le 15 Ord Dec 1 

Faasen, Wittiam Farrsarey, Bootle, td General Mer- 
chant Liverpool Pet Nov 29 Ord Deo 14 





Fagunp, Jounann Parr, Stoke Newington, ‘Boot Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Dec13 Ord Dee 13 
om - oy Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Dec 15 


Gace, Joux Austin, High Holborn, anne Victualler 
~— Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 

Haut, Joux Voce, Boston, Lincs, oar Boston Pet Dec 
138 Ord Dec 13 

Hanis, Ricnanp, Kingswood, Gloucester, Coal Dealer 
Bristol Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 

4 SE Darlington, Clerk Stockton on Tees Pet 

13 Ord Dec 13 


LeTon, Frepericx Bercu, = rt, Mon, Commission 
Agent Newport rd Dee 14 

Jeyxixs, Jonx, Penshiweeiber,. am, Stationer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec14 Ord Dec | 

Jisxs, ALrrev, Worthing, Ste Brighton Pet Nov 
23 Ord Dec 13 

Jones, Faevericx Toruam, Niton, I of W, Hotel Pro- 

or Ne Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 13 

Lanz, Water, , Grocer Bristol Pet Nov8 

Ord Dec 13 


Lecuuerz, Epw arp, yintine, Dental Su h Court 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec —_ 
Losspate, WitiaM, Bouthy 
Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Macxiz, Faaxx Hecror, Kiretend, “~~ Ne ~ 5 4 ’s 
Balesman Great Yarmouth Pet 
Mesitta Vauiey Ineication Cotony, vistorie st High 
Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec 15 
Newsy, Josern Wakervey, Rie Leicester, Wheel- 
wright Leicester Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Ozver, Joun Witiay, + meds nr Leeds, Joiner Leeds 
13 Ord Dee 1 | 
Paitsricx, Horace, Southampton, Solicitor Southampton | 
Nov 9 Ord Dec 1 
Baap, Cuances, , Licensed Victualler High Court 
8 oe ot Gt *n J alist B; | 
PTE, eran, ‘ower ourn: ton 
Pet Dec drd'ee 18 ” | 


EB, Prestwich, nr Manchester, Mer- 
chant ‘Manchester’ Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 18 


” ‘ee Dealer Liver- 


| Gutorr, Barrram, 
Off 


Wattry, Miss Evzayor, Nantwich, Cheshire Feb 1 
| Wess, Rosert, Cambridge, Ex-Policeman Feb1 Burrows, Cambridge 








Sean. Wits ay Bf Inn- | 
keeper Northampt: Pet bee in Ord I Ord Beets 
SEARANCKE, egy ‘Secemmen, Mitcheldean, Glos 
Gloucester Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

Simpson, Frepericnk Wriuiam, oan’ Hants, Farmer 

8 Bef Man -g Be) ~ 

miTH, Hepiey SON, 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Sreruzex, Davin Rays, Mumbles, nr 
Bhi, Swansea Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 14 

Tatipoy, James Fowarp, Barry Dock, 7 Car- 
aiff Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 

Tanson, James, Chichester, Fish Hawker Brighton Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 13 

TROWBRIDGE. ates Shaftesbu' Dorsets, Cabinet 
Maker Salisbury Pet Dec 10 Dec 10 

~~ + eames eae, Grocer Leeds Pet Deel Ord Dec 

Sete Joszepn, Crowhurst, Sussex, Farmer Oxford Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Dec 13 

Weeks, Monrcay, Pont a, Commission Agent Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec 15 Ord Dee 15 

Warrnaay, Tuomas, sem, Arnside, Westmorland, Butcher 
Kendal Pet Dec Ord Dec 13 

Wittams, Jasez, Laisterdyke, Builder Bradford Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Waiaur, am, anna, Stafford, Gla =. Wanita Btour- 
pe. B porn Bz eee A in the 

London Gazette of Dec 10: 

Hites, Ertsw Many Joseraine, Oxford Oxford Pet 

Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asagenes, Goenes, Matueel, Shopman Dec 24 at 11 Off 
BituiseTos, James, Salford De: 3iat3 Off Rec, Byrom 
Baowie, Hooke, H endon, Doctor of Medicine Dec 31 
au eis 3 Tempiechmbra, Temple urns Off 
ates +9 TA, —y naan agen ©. sa Mats OF 
mere Of ee, LL ' Leather Tenwie 
Evays, Eowarp Mereviru, Pen Glam, Saddler 
Dec 80 at 12 Gb High it Merthyr yd Be nes 
Jinks, sentae Westhinn’’ Sohenuer’”? Deo Slat 12 Off 
so ee Et ater Dm mo 
Maxrin, Hege, Pwikenan Dec 80 at3 Off Rec, 95, 
_—— ALicg, ce, Lancaster, fokeeper Dec 24 at 11.30 Off 
is Fowurn, Walthamstow Des 29 at 12 Bankruptcy 

a Garey Victualler Dec 24 at 


Ru Ry ~ bad 





chant Dec 24 2 at} ig Of chmbrs, ates oy | 
Roveeraoy, Witutan, New cece fas at 


| Scuogiies, Feepinanp, So Merchant Dec 31 at 
2.20 Off Ree, Manchester 


’, 


Scott, Gzoros Atrarp, Li Timekeeper Dec 24 


, Bank 
a Dec 29 at 11 


oo 


Grocer 


Smpsox, Cua 


Orinenilder "Deo'20 at? Of be 
Srurosss, Witiiam Lioxst, 








Hensley, Nantwich 


Dec 24at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge J 
24 at 1 Ree, unction, High st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arnowsvuca, nee Staffs, Greengrocer Walsall 
Barciay, Henry James, Cornhill High Court Pet Sept 
20 Ord Dee 14 
ae = i Burnley, Butcher Burnley Pet Dee 10 
Bourerors, Acuitte, Finsbury Park, Watch Importer 
Buse J * ioe Bact Maker Bradford 
ELL, JOsErn, 
Pet Deo 14” Ord Bee i 
omni Sandown, I of W, Ironmonger Newport 


Coren, Wi Winsiay, Goaaieeth, Hotel Proprietor Poole 


oun daa Mildenhall, Suffolk, Shopkeeper 
Bury ands Pet Dec14’ Ord Deo 14 


Dexrow, oe and Josern ALLEN, 
a 1. aaammemmanes Northampton Pet Dec 15 
Fawoert, Caantes Aatuun, Dewsbury Leeds Pet Dec 
15 Ord 15 


Forsrsr, Joun Crank, Gt Tower st, Wholesale Spice Mer- 
chant Court Pet Nov Ord Dee 11 
Panges, Comey Fane, Stoke Ni 
facturer Court Pet Dec 13 13 
Gama.e, Bex, 4 Pet Dec 15 
Ord 15 
Gagpi» Ge Gloncester, Builder 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 13 
Haut, Joux Voce, Grocer Boston Pet 
= 13 Ord Dec 
ALLETT, A Dorset, Blacksmith 
Yeovil Nov 30 Ord Dec 1 
Bay, Se Clerk Stockton on Tees Pet 
13 Ord Dec 


Jexxins, Joux, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Stationer Ponty- 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Deo 14 


Jounsox, Haray, aa Agent Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Deo Deo 

Jonzs, oer Brighton Pet Nov % Ord 

Jowns, Frepenick Niton, I W, Hotel Proprietor 
Newport Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec : 

Lonspa Meme] —_ Provision Dealer Liver- 

Ma Frayx N . 
eg ree 

Masse, 3 8 

Moraax, Joux, Canton, Cardiff, Labourer Cardiff Pet 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 14 ‘ 
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T J. Chichester, Fish Hawker Brighton Pet 
7 i Ord Dec 15 7” 
Tarts, Tuomas, Postetract, Market Gardener Wakefield 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 
Feanxx, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 14 Ord 
ae Cabinet 


Tor 
Dee 14 
Taowsripves, WIiLii4mM, ~~. 
Maker bury Pet Dec 1 
Wer poses. =, Pontypridd, eaten a Ponty- 


rd Dec 15 
Want, Seocen jun, Arnside, ao meee, Butcher 
Kendal Pet Dec 13 Dec 1 


Wiss, Japez, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 


Weeeee. = James, ees, Glos, Builder Bristol 


Waicrr, com, Brierley Kil, Stafford, a Manufac- 
turer Stourbridge Pet Dec10 Ord Dee 1 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec. 10: 


Hrzs, Evtrzex Many Josernine, Oxford Oxford Pet 
Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Binp, Epwis, Biswinghem, Shop Fitter Birmingham 
Bet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 

Bisnor, Groror, Skipton Yorks, 
Bradford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 19 

Browne, Witi1aM ALexanpen, Abergele, Deabighs, Com- 
mission Agent Bangor Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Cuarutox, Epwarp James, Basingstoke, Hants Win- 
chester Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 

Covrtaxp, Rosert, Accrington, Draper Blackburn Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 17 


Cycle Manufacturer 


Davizs, Davip, Ruabon, Denbighs, Grocer Wrexham 
18 Ord Dec18 


Duxx, Joux Hixpmas, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet 
Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Grove, Epwarp, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 


Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Hiescn, Henman Cuaries Csar, oaeeeh, Bes Mer- 
chant h Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 
Owey, eet, 2 Denbighs, Grocer 
18 


Huon , 
Pet 


Joxzs, Davin, pega Boot Dealer Aberdare Pet Dec 
16 Ord Dec 16 
— A.rrep Jony, Brighton, Carrier Brighton Ord 


Kincu, Faepenricx, Kingston upon Hull, Corn Merchant 
upon Hull Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 16 

Krrcney, Joseru Heyry, Rinsey, a Cornwall, Far- 
mer Truro Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 1 

lame, & Simon Joux, Bedminster Wells” Pet Dec 16 Ord 

Piet a Groner, Rawcliffe, nr Seale, Yorks, Saddler 
Wakefield Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 

Lvoas, Wollaston, Northamptons, Engineer 
Northampton Pet Dec17 Ord Dec1 

Moma, “- en rd, Draper High Court Pet 


Moypos, Homey, Be Newport, Mon, Baker Newport, Mon 
NIGHTINGALE, Bab ;  Siesioi and Jons Nicutix- 
Gaz, Ne ie on Tyne, Hairdressers Newcastle on 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 15 
Monga, Sacess, Camborne, Cornwall, Fruiterer Truro 
Dee 15 


Bradford 


Dec 
Noars, Seema Epwakrp, Bradford, Agent 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec17 


Pgarson, Saver, Le me a nr Stourbridge, Ironworker 
Stourbridge Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Ropertsox, Ertex Emma, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Dec 

goat’ Ord Dec 15 ain 
ALES, THomas Ropert, Bridlington a Guay, Yorks, Butcher 

h Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Sixctar, Epwarp, North Cowton, Fue, Clerk North- 
allerton Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 1 

Surru, Ferp, a upon Hull, Baker Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

Sprixeruorre, Josern, Newbold Moor, Derby, Draper 
Chesterfield Pet 17 


Dec 17 bw chr 
Waite, Tuomas gine, Albri Sod, Setew, Schoolmaster 
1 
lesford, Yorks, 


8 Ord 

Watxkinsoy, Taouss Gt ooh weal Wood 
Farmer efield Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee ié 

‘WEsrxs, Witwer Eastmeon, Farmer Portemouth Pet 
Deci8 Ord Dec 18 

al Witt1am Storey, Newcastle on Tyne New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


Wixsxey, Gronrcs, Stillington, Yorks, Thrashing Machine 
Proprietor York Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 


Amended notice substituted for that Teme in the 
London Gazette of Dec. 1 


Darmano, amen, Clifton, Bristol, a aoe of Music 
Bristol Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 


RECEIVING ORDER KESCINDED. 
Msaczn, Wiiu14m, Streathbourne rd, Balham, Costume 
a High Court Ree Ord Nov 16, 1897 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baxzr, oer gy Cuantes WILLIAM, atiosing In, Merchant 
Dec 30 at 2.30 Bankruptey neg he Jarey st 
Bengeowe, Acute, Alexandra rd, Siesbexy Park, Watch 
Importer Dee 30 at 12 abe Beinn ye = Carey st 
Baocxiesny, Hanown, Gt Grimsby, 6 at 10.30 
Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt ht go 
Brows, Griror Wiis, Rochdale, Boot Dealer Dec 31 
at a Townhall, Rochdale 
upon Hull, Butcher 


Reng, Aue t FReperick , Kingston 
al at i Off He, Trinity Housein, Hall’ 
Coampzns, WILLIAM, Dee 30 at 11 , 22, 
Park row, Leeds 


Cuamegm, Yay James, Basingstoke, Hants Jan7 at 


Rec, Southampton 

Pa Sauce, Nunney, Somerset, Baker Jan 5 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Coreg, Sa CaRIsTIAN Dexnis sere and ArgTaus 
Corse, Strand, Bootmakers Dec 29 at ptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

DaRmako, Ewerico, Clifton, Professor of Music Jan 5 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Dext, Wiuam ARTaur Burcorye, Newport, Mon, 
Butcher Jan 4 at 12.80 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank 
chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Epuunps, WILLIAM, "Aberdare Dec 31 at 2 
65, High st, Merthyr Tidfil’ 

or ND, JOHANN ane Stoke Newington, Boot i, 

acturer Dec 29 at 2 Bankruptcy b bidgs, Carey st 

e...., Bex, , Builder Jan 4at3 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Lei 

Gress, Eanest Wiiit1am Cecri, Tulse Hill Dec 29 at 12.30 
Bankrup' bag ser Fy 

Gines, Faepsrick Tomas avg, Kilburn Dec 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st F 

Grice, Jonx Avstix, High Holborn, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 30 at 12 Leloestar, B bidgs, Carey st 

Grove, Epwarp, Leicester 4 —— 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 

Hare, a Badby, oy >t 
Coun’ Northampto n 


Court bl move st, 

taal ICHARD, Ki 00d, Gloucester, Coal Deal 
Jan 5at12 Off Rec, Baldwins A Bristol 

Hitsorne, Wit.iaM, jun, Somerton, Somersetshire, Coal 
i clbary Dec29 ati Off Ree, City chmbrs, Endless 
st 

Hirwett, ee A Wisbech, Coieitgntinn, Builder Dec 

Jousson, Haast, Teddington Cycle Ageat Dec Si at 11.30 

ounson, Harry ington, ie Agen 31 

24, Railway appr, London bridge 

Kase, Gerorarna Auice, Eastbourne Jan 4 at 1.30 Coles 

: Sons, Seaside rd. Eastbourne 

Lane, Watters, Bedminster, Grocer Jan5at 11.45 Off 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Lecuwene, Ep Epwarp, Pimlico, Dental Surgeon Dec 29 at 


11 itey bl Carey st 
LewI!s, oy OHN, Beasstneter Jan 5 at 1 Off Rec 


Baldwin st, Bristol 
Mackie, Fraxx Hecror, Kirstead, Norfolk, Upholsterer’s 


, Innkeeper 


— Jan 1 at 12.30 


er 


mi Stonemason 


Salesman Dec 3lati2 Off Ree, 8, King st Norwich 
Mesittra Vatiey Ireication CoLoxy, Vie ae West- 
st 
Newsy, Josern WAKERLEY, Syston, Leicestershire, Wheel. - 
wright Dec 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Nu GENT, Hexry Water fom. 
armer Jan4at12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, 
Pacer, Tnomas, Swansea, Ny et a Dec 30at 12 Off 
Pearson, SAMu EL, Wollessote, nr Stourbridge, ieee ae 
Dec 30 at 3.15 W 8 Mobberley, Solicitor, High st, 
PuIpric ee. onace, Southampton, Solicitor Dec 30 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Southampton 
Dorking Dec 29 at 12.30 
ff Rec, = chmbrs, tt, Salisbury 
Pitiey, Joux, Thi 
Dec 29 
Ruixey, Joun aa Burley, Leeds, Seceal Traveller 
Jan 3 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 
Dec 31 at 12 Off Ree, 1 
Sarre, WILLIAM, jun, Petwiath, Sussex, ex, Journalist Jan 
Surru, Frep, Kingston u Beker “D Dec 31 at 11.30 
Of Rec, Trinity eek lane, at 
Sars, Hepusy Masox, 
Bankruptcy bid 
Hawker Dec 30 at 3 
phin — 
TayLor, ge te Hatch, nr Taunton Dec30at1 Off 
Visatn, Freperick Jouy, 
Jan4at12 Off Rec, 35, Viele Liverpool 
Agent Wat4 Off Rec, 25, by Le Sunderland 
Wixe.ey, Groreoz, Machine 
Yor 
Wotrenpes, Ropert, Cheshunt, —_ Solicitor Dec 30 
Waicnut, James, Brierley 8, + Manu- 
facturer 
Waiaeut, Joun wuss, Pag me ae Sat 12 Off 
Rec, 4, C pl, Park st, Nottingha: 
London Gazette of Dec. 1 
Pepiey, Frupgsrick Wiiuiam, West » Plumber 
vs tox 


minster Dec 30 at 11 yg > bldgs, Care 
cester 
Gloucester, Poultry 
Newport, Mon 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 
Stourbridge’ 
Presrorst, FREDERICK oes D 
at 2 Hee th lane, Sh 
Rossnaw, Ervest ALFRED Taxrit0%, Gt Grimsby, Grocer 
st, Gt Grimsby 
Bat3 Off Rec, oi, Railway ep 
m, Ironmonger Dec 30 at 
2.30 y st 
Tansom, canes, ~~ 
City chmbrs, Endless st, st, Salisbery 
WEArmou yg ne Watrox, Bishop A 
Stillington, 
Proprietor Jan 3at 12.15 Of” Ree, 28, megate, 
at 11 ruptey bl 
30 at ILa0 Dudley Arms Hotel, 
Dudley 
Amended notice substituted ow! that pebliches § in the 
Dec 28 at 3 


« ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asn, Wavrter, and ened Asu, Southampton, Wholesale 
Fruiterers. Southampton Pet Nov in Ord Dee 17 
aa, 2 Leicester, Putilliner Leicester Pet Sept al 

0: 


5 
Bunyett, James, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Bristol | 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 16 


Pet Sept 13 Ord Dec 
Darmaro, Enrico, Clifton, pital, 
Bristol Pet Dec 13 Ord Dect 
| Daviss, a Ruabon, Denbigh, Suse Wrexham Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 


18 
Dusy, ons Hixpmas, Bradford, Draper Bradford Pet | 
Dec 16 Ord Dee 16 


Fritn, Epw arp Purtuir, Lombard ct, Accountant High 
~ eg, mh ag waded | 

aRton, WILLIAM, i avery 

chant. High Gourt ‘Pet Nov 17 








CHapPELt, ALBgrt, and lll Carrey, Cardiff Hail 
15 | 


Professor of Music | } 


wwe Be. Oe Cocoa Mer- 


= Mania, Polruan, Cornwall, Baker Py 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dee 17 
Boot Manufacturer 


Grant, Anyi 
mouth 

Grove, Epwazp, Leicester, 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 16 

Hvoues, Owen, Llanrwst, Denbi 

Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 18 

Hyp, ae, 

Jixxs, ALrrep, Worthing, Jobmaster Brighton Pet 
18 Ord Dec 16 

Jonzs, Davip, Aberdare, Boot Dealer Aberdare Pet 
16 Ord Dec 16 

Keane, Georgina ae Eastbourne Eastbourne 
Novi7 Ord Deel 


Kironex, Jossra Hex, Rinsey, Cor: 
Farmer Truro Pet Dec 16 Ord ben 36 

Lanxorivegs, Luxe Lutengr, Hollington, Sussex, B 

Leo ete a Dental 8 High 
HMERE, Epwarp, Pimlico, jurgeon 0 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

—— Simon Jonx, Bedminster Wells Pet Dec 15 


Sela Georaz, Rawcliffe, nr Gost, Yorks, 
Wakefield Pet'Dec 18 Ord Dec 
Lucas, Joszra, Wollaston, No: 
M H Nee Deo is ag a port, 
‘ounce, Henry, Newpo! on, er New, 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Nostz, wel = Cornwall, Fruiterer 1] 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 17 
Nour Cuartzes Epwarp, Bradford, Agent B: 
Pet Dec17 Ord Dec 17 
Porm, eS a Butcher Wands 
et 23 


Pearson, Samvet, Wollescote, nr Stourbridge, ‘ 
worker Stow Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 18 . 
Rosertion, Exten Ema, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Des 
15 Ord Dec 15 é 
Scares, Tuomas Roserr, Bridlington , wi 
a Butcher Scarborough Pet Des’ 16 @ 


16 
Sivciam, Epwarp, North Cowton, Yorks, Clerk Ni 
8: F aby or alt Bak Kingston 
miTH, Frep, upon > er 
Hull Pet Dec16é Ord Dec 16 
Sprineroorre, Josepx, Newbold Moor, Derby, Dr 
Chesterfield Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 
Srewanrt, Cuarves Nicest, Victoria st, Westminster 
Court Pet Aug 4 Ord Dec 16 
Tow es, Hersert Jonny, pm. Grocer Bi 
ham Pet Nov22 Ord Dec 
Vivaty, Faepericx Jouy, Liverpool, Licensed Vic 
Liv Pet Novis Ord 17 
Warre, Taomas Bususy, Albrighton, Salop, School 
Pet Dec17 Ord 18 
Warxixsox, Taomas, Gt Preston, Woodlesford, Yor 
Farmer Wakefield Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Weeks, Wituiam, Eastmeon, Farmer Portsmouth 
Dec17 Ord Dec 18 


Warrtrie.p, Witt1am Srorey, Newcastle on Tyne 
w i a Stillington, Yorks, Phrashing 
IKELEY, Groras, 
w Pro; _— ‘Yorks Pos ottinghaen “Net 17 
nicut, Jonn WILiraM, 
Nov 24 Ord Dec 17 





All letters intended for publication im 
“‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authentic 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested @ 
application be made direct to the Publi 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which ii 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ Jovs 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volumes bound of fi 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 3 
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